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Shall Modernism Capture McMaster ?

By T. T. SHIELDS

By the decislon of the Baptist Convention of Ontario and Quebee, in Hami]-
ton, October 21st, an entirely new educational situation has arisen. In order
that I may put all the facts together in one paper for convenience of distribu-
tion I propose briefly to summarize the events leading up to the Educational
Session of the Convention on October 21st.

The Educational Session of the Londoh 'Convention of 1924 closed with the
passing of the following resolution:

‘Whereas discussions have arisen from ‘time to time within this Conven-
tion regarding the action of the Senate of McMaster University in granting
certain honorary degrees, therefore be it resolved, that, without intending-

ﬂeﬁection upon the ‘Senate, this Convention relies upon the Senate to
' se care that honorary degrees be not conferred upon religious leaders
whose theological views are known to be out of harmony with the cardinal
principles of Evangelical Christianity,

otliing unusual occurred during the year until the announcement of the
Sénate and Board of MaMaster University that Rev. L. H. Marshall, of Coventry,
England, had beén appointed.to the Chair of Practical Theology in guccession
‘to Dr. Gilmour.. At the first meeting of the Senate following this announcement
I submitted the following communication:
Toronto, September 24th, 1925.

To the Senate of MdMaster University,

Dear Brethren:

With much reluctance I feel it to be my duty to lwy before the Senate a
communication which has reached me from England, relative to the appoint-
ment of Rev. T. H. Marshall, of Coventry, to the Facul-ty of McMaster Uni-
versity. And before doing so, I desire to put on record a copy of a telegram
sent to the Registrar of the University from Los Angeles, California, July
13th, 1925, which was as follows:

Mr. E. J. Bengough,
Registrar, McMaster University,
Toronto, Ontario.
Notice Senate ‘Meeting received to-day. Confident ‘Convention would
not approve any important action such as filling vacant professorships at
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emergency meeting called midsummer when some Convention-elected repre-
sentatives known so far away make attendance impossible. Desire as such
representative respectfully lodge protest against important action under
such circumstances.

(Signed) T. T. SHIELDS.

I am aware that meetings of the Senate cannot be arranged to suit the
convenience of all; but this telegram was sent in order that the Senate might
know that thig important meeting was called when it was physically impos-
sible for some elected representatives of the Convention to be present,

The communication to which I refer has ceme to me without any solici-
tation. T was interested in the report of Mr. Marshall’s appointment; and was
koping that the gentleman selected would be as much in accord with the
views of the Convention as was the last appointee who was hrought from
avross the water, Professor H. 'S. Curr. I made no effort to ascertain Mr.
Marshall’s position, and held no communication with anyone in England

N I have before me two letters: the first was addressed directly to a mem-
ber of a Baptist church within the Convention; the second letter came to the
same gentleman indirectly, and in response to someone’s enquiry. I was out
of the city at the time, and had no knowledge whatever of any enquiry respect-
ing Mr, Marshall’s position having been made.

The first letter, addressed directly to the Toronto Baptist referred to,
is a8 follows:

. 17 Ampthell Road, Liverpool, August 19th, 1925.
Dear Sir:
T am at present on holiday in Wales and have just learned of the ap-
pointment to the staff of McMaster University of Rev. H. T. Marshall, late
of Prince's Gate Church, Liverpool and now of Coventry. I understand
you are in a position to make your influence felt and . trust that even yet
it may not be too late. IMr. Marshall is a Modernist and of entirely differ-
ent stamp to Rev. Henry 'S, Curr, whose place he is to take. The church
of which he was pastor here is open membership. A few pointed gquestions
on Inspiration, bodily Resurrection of Christ would reveal his position. I
learn from Rev. Hughes, of Tworonto, now in this country, that a fight has
already taken place over Modernism at McMaster; and if this appointment
is confirmed, Modernism -has gained a great victory. Please pardon my
- writing, but knowing the facts I could not but let you know.
Yours faithfully,
(Signed) W. M, ROBERTSON.

The second letter, which is a reply to someone’s engniry, is in the fol-
lowing terms:
Liverpool, August 19th, 1925.
Dear 8ir: .

Your letter to hand. Thsz church at Prince’s Gate, Liverpool, of which
Rev. Marshall was for some time ippastor, is an open membership church.
I cannot say as to his Coventry charge. He is a Modernist trained in all
the arts of the Germans and his appointment in the place of Rev. Henry
8. Curr, M.A., B.D., at McMaster is nothing short of a calamity. When I
saw the announcement of his appointment T marvelled greatly, and sin-
cerely hope that something may yet be done to frustrate such a colossal
blunder. Let a few pointed questions in fundamentals be put to him and
the position will be made clear.

Kindest regards,

Yours sincerely,
(Signed) W. M. ROBERTSON.

I beg the Senate’s leave to offer a few observations respecting these com-
munications. In the first place, it will be obvious to all that it would be
unfair to passé any judgment upon Mr. Marshall's theological position on the
basis of either of these letters. I would call the iSenate’s attention to the

. fact that no word spoken or written by Mr, Marshall is gquoted: we have
only an opinion of a minister who laboured with Mr. Marshall in the same
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city. Everyone will agree that Mr. Marshall should be allowed to speak for
himself. On the other hand, I would venture to point out that when such a
communication is brought to the attention of the Senate bearing the name of
a tesponsible and recognized Baptist minister who charges that Mr. Marshall
is a modernist trained in all the arts of the Germans; and that his appoint-
ment to McMaster is nothing short of a calamity; and who expresses the
hope that something may yet be done to frustrate such a” colossal blunder,
this Senate, charged to direct the teaching of a University owned and sup-
ported by a Denomination holding the strong evangelical position to which
our Convention has repeatedly, by resolution, committed itself,—I say, in
view of all these things, this iSenate cannot afford to ignore such a communi-
cation as is here presented.

My only desire is to safeguard the Denomination against the possibility
of admitting to the teaching staff of the University one whose views-are at
variance with the things commonly believed among us; and in order that
there may be no necessity for any public agitation on this subject, I respect-
fully ask the iSenate to take such steps as will obviate the possibility of a
mistake being made in this matter, It would seem to me to be a reasonable
suggestion either that Mr. Marshall should come before the Senate, and that
permission should be given to all members to question him touching the

 subject represented by these letters; or, otherwise, that a committee of the
Senate should be -appointed to 1nterview Mr, Marshall with bhe same end
in view.

In the event of this report of Mr. Marshall’s position being proved to be
without foundation, and if from his own lips we learn that he is true to the
faith once for all delivered, it will be my great pleasure to do everything in
my power to make his ministry in this University a success.

I venture respectfully to submit this matter to the judgment of the
Senate.

(Signed) T. T. SHIELDS.

Because the Senate refused to ‘take acbion, this statement was published
in The Gospel Witness of October 13th, 1925.

Because Dean Farmar had said that Mr., Marshall had adopted the moderate
critical view of Dr. Driver, I made certain comments in The Witness on the
Senate’s action, referring to what IDr. Farmer had said; and gave quotations
from Dr. Driver’s “Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament”; in order
to show Dr. Driver’s position. (The Gospel Witness, Oct. 15th, 1925, Vol. 4,
No, 23). To these comments we ghall refer later. It is enough here to call the
reader’s attention to the reasons I have given in the following statement, for
submitting it to the 'Senate. I regret exceedingly the necessity of discussing
Mr. Marshall in this matter; but the truth is, the University is much bigger
than any one man, and the cause of evangelical truth is far more important than
McdMaster University. I have called down upon my head the wrath of McMaster
because 1 told the Denomination what its iSenate had done.

Who Has Misrepresented?

In his address in submitting the report of the Board of Governors to the
Convention, Chancellor Whidden charged that T had been guilty of making two
misrepresentations and two false statements in The Gospel Witness. Before
dealing with that question I now quote the Chancellor, showing how.he gave
the impression that my regquest for the appointment of a committee had been
complied with, and that the committee had been appointed. I set out below,
first, the Chancellor’s words taken from a stenographic report of his address:

Now, it has also been given to the public that a request was made to the
Senate—and since the inside affairs of the 'Senate have been given to the
public, I think it is only right that 1 read the reply of a committee appointed
by the Senate to deal with the request which Dr. 'Shields made of the Senate
some three and a half weeks ago that a special committee be appointed to
interview Professor Marshall upon hig arrival-—mnot at the dock, but a little

' piece away from it.

The following is the last paragraph of the Committee’s report to the Senate;
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“We therefore feel that the action of the Senate was consist_en-t and
regular, and that there is no need for any further review of its action, On

the contrary, we hespeak for Professor Marshall our confidence and Chris- )

tian welcome.”
After the Chancellor, Dr. Farmer, and Mr. E. C. Fox, had spoken, before

addressing the Convention I requested that the minutes of the Senate’s meeting

under discussion should be read. To this, by motion, the Convention agreed.
I now quote from those minutes, that my readers may know how far my request

that a committee of the 'Senate should enquire into bhg report from England
that Mr. Marshall was a modernist, had been complied with: .

Mr. E. C. Fox said:

«T would like to move that a committee composed of the Chancellor, of
the two Deans and the Chairman of the Board be appointed to consider
what action should be taken in respect to the statement as read by Dr.
Shields, and that a report be brought in to the next meeting of the Senate.”

Later in the meeting, and before the motion was put, Mr. Fox said:

“My motion is not to appoint a committee to interview Mr. Marshall.

I want to make that clear.”

I now quote from the stenographic report of my speech, and of Dr, McNeill's

interruption. After stating what I had done in reporting to the Senate what I
had heard from England, and quoting from The Gospel Wiiness, I continued:

“T ask this Convention if in that action I played the part of an unreason-

able and suspicious man?

—(iCries of “No.”).—

‘What else under the circumstances could I do?

DR. MACNEILL: Wait for the report of the Senate Committee.

A DELEGATE: Honour the majority of the iSenate.

DR. SHIELDS: T am very glad Dr. MacNeill has called attention to the
repont of the Committee. I asked for a committee to be appointed. Mr, Fox
moved the appointment of a committee, and subsequently, as you heard it
read this afternoon, he said: I desire it to be understood that this Com-
mittee is mot appointed to interview Mr. Marshall. The Committee was ap-
pointed to lock after me, apparently! Mr. Marshall emphatically declared,
I appeal to the record—Mr. [Fox, I beg your pardon—Mr. Fox emphatically
declared that he wished it to be understood that that committee was not
appointed to interview Mr. Marshall; it was not a response to my request,
but it was appointed to see what action the Senate would take in view of 1ay
statement. T had absolutely no guarantee that that committee would investi-
gate or even interview Mr. Marshall. In proof of that I call your attention
to the fact that the Chancellor has told us—you have heard it—that I was
recommended ‘to interview Mr., Marshall personally. The Chairman of the
Board recommended me to interview Mr. Marshall personally. Mr. Merrill
was quoted as saying that the appointment of such a committee as I asked
would be going back upon the 'Senate’s decision; and every word in that
report goes to prove that there was not one member of the Senate who
favoured the suggestion that any committee should be appointed, and I was
told that if I were dissatisfied T should go and talk with Mr. Marshall himself.

A DELEGATE: { should like to ask for information. From reading that
report I understood a commitiee had already been appointed.

THE CHANCELLOR: The report would indicate that, and the paragraph
in the report of the Board and Senate would indicate it very definitely.

DR. SHEELDIS: T should ke to ask the Chancellor to explain what com-
mittee was appointed. The Committee had been appointed which had already
reported to the Senate, and the Senate made the appointment. Was there
any other committee?—(Cries of “No!”)—What committee?

THE CHANCELLOR: No other committee. A duly authorized and con-

. stituted committee had been appointed according to the custom of the Senate

of McMaster University, and this Convention has never challenged the char-
ter provisions of the constitutional pperation of a Senate of McMaster Uni-

—-
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versity. That committee was representative. It included—if I may give
fuller information,—Dr. Shields? -
" DR, SHIPLDS: That is what I want.
THE CHANCELILOR: By the decision of the Senate early last winter
. a few weeks after the death of Dr. Gilmour, it included the Deans, the Cha.ir-
man of the Board, the Chairman of the Executive, Dr. MaaNeill, the Rev. W.
A. Caméron, and the Chancellor, . That committee reported,

DR. SHIELDS: May I enquire, then, Mr. (Chairman, through you, if Dr.
MacNeill will kindly explain the import of his remark that I should have
waited for the report of the committee? What committee and what report"

Dr. MACNEILL: I will be very glad to explain.

DR, MACNEILL:: The committee to which I referred when I raised the
question from the floor a moment ago was the committee that was nominated
by Mr. Fox and appointed by the Senate to ascertain how they should deal
with the communication that Dr. Shields had laid on the table, and I do
claim that Dr, Shields had no right to thrust this question ‘out into the pub-
lic—into the Convention—until that committee had reported.

DR, SHIELDS: Then, Mr. (Chairman, I beg to ask for a rereading of
that part of the minutes in ‘which Mr. Fox emphatically declares it has no
relation to Mr. Marshall.

THE CHANCELLOR: Here are the two items that will make that clear.
One is a record of fact, not a quotation, as a result of inquiries concerning
the probable arrival ot Professor Marshall,

. “The (Chancellor states that Mr. Marshall cannot reach Toronho before

October 8th.

“Mr. Fox: My motion is not to appoint a committee to interview Mr.
Marshall. I want to make that clear.”

DR. SHIELDS: I ask, then, what hope there was of the question. ra'ised
being dealt with by the Committee when the committee emphatically was
instructed that they were not appointed to interview Mr. Marshall?” ~

I ask my readers to judge from these records whether the Chancellor and
Dr. MacNeill were accurate in their reference to this committee. I should not
like to use the ugly word “misrepresentation” in respect to their action, but
certainly they misinterpreted the facts. I can only assume they did so uninten-
tionally. I call attention to the fact that the Chancellor’s words were a preface
to his attempt to convict me of “misrepresentation.”

Take Appeal to Whole People

' ‘In view of the foregoing, I submit that the |Senate’s absolute refusal to take
any action looking toward an enquiry as to whether there was any truth in the
allegation that Mr. Marshall was a modernist, is established. There was there-
fore nothing for me to do but to take my appeal to the people. But who are
the people? Are they the delegates to the Convention only? Surely the sixty
thousand or more Baptists who are called upon to support our denominational
interests have a right to be informed of the facts. .And these sixty thousand
cannot possibly judge of facts from the reports in the secular press; while, from
our past experience, we are forced to the conclusion that there is little hope of
a full and fair report of the Convention being given in any other way.
It is for these reasons the facts are now published in The Witness.

What The Gospel Witness Reported.

1.return ;aiow to the Chancellor’s charges that The Gospel Witness had mis-
represented the facts respecting the discussion in the Senate. I answer that
allegation by printing what I said in this paper, and what is recorded in the
minutes of the Senate as read to the Convention at my request:

“After the communication was read the Dean in Theology, Dr. J. H.
Farmer, said that he, with the Chancellor, accepted full responsibility for
recommending Mr. Marshall to the Senate. In discussing Mr. Marshall’s
position, the Dean said that he understood Mr. Marshall to occupy substan-
tially Dr. S. R. Driver’'s position on critical questions; and added that while
he would, personally, take a more conservative view on questions of apthor



6 (478) THE GOSPEL WITNESS Oct. 30, 1926

ship and dates of the Old Testament Scriptures, he was not himself quite
sure where we ought to draw the line. He said also that he could under-
stand how some people might question Mr. Marshall’s position on the re-
surrection, but that he had carefully enquired of Mr. Marshall respecting
this matter, and that Mr. Marshall had said he would have to interpret the
resurrection in the light of Paul; and that it was a gpiritual resurrection.
The Dean said that he then asked Mr. Marshall if he did not believe that

. the-grave was empty, and that Christ did really rise; and that to this Mr.
Marshall returned an affirmative answer. Dr. Farmer said that had he been
seeking a man for the Chair of Old Testament, he did not think he would
have recommended Mr. Marshall. Thereupon we enquired of the Dean
whether he thought it was safe to appoint a man to teach the New Testa-
ment who did not believe the Old?

“Members of the Senate expressed the view that the Senate had al-
ready satisfied itself of Mr. Marshall’s fitness; and that if the Editor of
this paper. were not satisfied, it would be well for him to interview Mr.
Marshall personally.

“The Chancellor recommended us to invite Mr. Marshall to preach
in Jarvis Street, and sometime to play a game of golf with him! We need
make no comment on the character of such a suggestion, except frankly
to say to our readers that with great reluctance and disappointment we
submitted our communication to the Senate as relating to maitters of in-
finitely greater moment than the playing of golf.

“The only action of the Senate on the subject was a motion moved by
Mr. E. C. Fox, appointing a committee to consider what action the Senate
should take in view of our communication. To say that Mr. Fox’s speech
was a ‘bitter attack upon the writer for daring to raise the question is
to use the mildest language we know. We must inform the Convention
that this same Mr. Fox did not accept the Convention’s decision as register-

.ed in London, for he was one of the two members of the Board of Governors
who remained seated when the resolution was passed.

“Our readers will observe that we did not propose that the new pro-
fessor should be judged by the letters we had received; but we confess that
having heard a statement from Dr. Farmer’s own lips on Mr. Marshall's
position we do not feel it important to enquire further into this matter in
England. We have the word of the Dean in Theology that Mr. Marshall’'s
attitude toward the Old Testament Scriptures is substantially that of Dr.
S. R. Driver. We have given a few quotations from Dr. Driver’s “Intro-
duction to the Literature of the Old Testament.” Everyone at all informed
on these critical questions knows that Dr. Driver, if not one of the most
extreme, is at least one of the most advanced of the critics. This article
{s written to ask the members of the Baptist churches of Ontario and
Quebec whether they are prepared to consent to such teaching being given
in McMaster University. We desired to avoid any public discussion of this
matter: we took the matter to the Senate, as our communication will show,
and respectfully asked that further enquiry be made. The only response
was to be denounced by Mr. Fox as one who only wasted the time of the
Senate by useless discussion; and to receive the Chancellor’s recommenda-
tion to settle these tremendous problems by a game of golf!

“Some members of the Senate suggested that Mr. Marshall should be
allowed to begin his work in peace; and if it should transpire that he was
untrue to the faith, the Governing Bodies might then be relied upon to take
action. To this, we pointed out that we had once belleved such a course to
be safe, and for that reason, seconded Dr. McNeill’s motion at the Bloor St.
Convention in 1910; but that the Governing Bodies had subsequently per-
mitted Professor Matthews to disseminate his poison for nine long years
without taking any action at all. We repeat the last paragraph of the
article which: we have already quoted, which appeared in our issue of April 23rd.

‘Pravention is better than cure! When once a professor has been
appointed, if his position is discovered to be unsound, it is dimpossible to
raise opposition to his teaching without introducing ppersonal considera-
tions. In'thig article we are not discussing unsound professors but vacant
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Chairs, and dealing with principles in the abstract. It is to avoid the
necessity of holding discussions involving persons this article has been
written. We respectfully suggest to the Senate and Board of Governors
that the utmost care should be exercised in even considering men to fill
the vacancies referred. to, to see that they are in cordial agreement with
the great doctrines of supernatural Evangelical Christianity.’

: _ WIll the Convention Consent?

“When the Dean' in Theology and the Chancellor of the University,
in spite of the Convention’s oft repeated declaration, and with full know-
ledge of the facts, deliberately recommend for appointment to the Profes-
sorship in McMaster University a man taking Dr. Drivers’ attitude toward
the Scriptures, what may we expect from the University itself? Moreover
when, as according to Dr. Farmer’s statement is the case with Mr. Marshall,
a man replies to a question as to whether he believes in the resurrection of
Christ, by saying he must be allowed to interpret it, one cannot help re-
garding him with suspicion. The Apostle Paul labours to establish the re-
surrection of the body of Christ as a fact. Any true believer can answer
the question, Do you believe the body of Christ was raised from the dead?
with a simple ‘Yes’. or ‘No.” But according to Dr. Farmer, Mr. Marshall
must first interprat it, yet His appointment was recommended by the Dean!

Extracts From the M nutes of Senate Meetin.g.

Dr. Farmer said: “‘He had the statement of the doctrinal position of
the institution, and he gave his hearty adhesion to those statements. I
pointed out in the Senate that in his department—of course his department
is not the 'Old Testament as stated in that letter; he is in the department
pf Practical Theology and the Arts Bible—I stated that his general view was
in sympathy with the general moderate, what may be called the Driver view,
the moderate critical view. That has to deal with dates and authorship
and so on. I do not know just where to draw the line, but he told me that
the first chapter of Genesis was one of the proofs to him of the inspiration
of the Bible and the general historicity. He accepts miracles. The difficulty
is where we are to draw the line in this matter of a man’s view of the date
and authorship of the various books, but theologically he is sound, and in his
spirit I judge him to be a man of exceptional loyalty and devotion and reso-
lution to the Saviourhood and Lordship of Christ.

“‘DR. SHIELDS: Do I understand you to say that if it had been the
Old Testament you would not as ardently support him? ’

“‘PROFESSOR FARMER: If it were the Old Testament I would have
been more careful at all events in certain questions along those lines.

“‘DR. SHIELDS: Would you really say a man is safe to teach the New
Testament who has some question about the Old?

“ ‘PROFESSOR FARMER: On the matter of authorship and dates and
so on, I say I do not know where you should draw the line. °

“‘pDR. SHIELDS: You would admit then that that is your understand-
ing, that he does take the Driver position? )

“‘PROFESSOR FARMER: In general I think he does take that
general view, of the dating of the Old Testament books.

“‘pR. SHIELDS: Does the Senate believe the Convention would
approve of the appointment of a man holding that position?

“‘PROFESSOR FARMER: I want to add this word. I believe there
are a great many things we want; we want a man who is perfect in every
department if possible, but the matter of spirit, genuine love to God and
Christ, genuine faith in Him, genuine love to the brethren, that is a very
important matter; and when a man has all the other points and on that
one point he will not take exactly the same view as I do, I felt under all
the conditions it was a wise step to take, and I made the recommendation
accordingly. The statement I made in the Canadian Baptist is a true repre-
sentation of his theological attitudes and his spirit, I think. )

“‘DR. SHIELDS: I must say frankly that if there is no more satis-
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factory explanation of the appointment of Mr. Marshall and his position,
than that that Dr. Farmer has given, you are inviting great trouble in
the appointment of Mr. Marshall. I do not presume to judge him at all
You know all I know about it; I have communicaated to you every item I
have on this subject; but I have written, as I said, to make inquiries. Per-
sonally I must express my disappointment that the Dean in Theology has
no fuller or more satisfactory explanation than that. As to a man’s spirit,
it is a little difficult to understand a man’s spirit by an occasional interview;
you have to know a man under all circumstances and over an extended
period to know his spirit. There are the facts. I have asked the Senate
whether they will afford opportunity for the members of the Senate to talk
with Mr. Marshall in the presence of other members, either in the Senate
as a whole or a committee appointed by the Senate, which I think is not an
unreasonable suggestion.
“«THE CHANCELLOR: Do we desire to go into this matter further?

I shall be glad to make a statement in a moment. I think although this is
a special meeting it might have been well to have had the minutes read.
I think a brief statement from Mr. Matthews as to the particular way in -
which we came to get in touch with Mr. Marshall might throw light on the
question. .
(The Chancellor then read a paragraph from the minutes of the meeting of
July 14th.) .
The minute shows the fact that Dr. Shields’ telegram had been received,
and gives the telegram itself. I think it right to say to the Senate what
was practically said in full at the meeting. When the Senate was called,
it was called on a 16-day margin, without any definite thought that Mr.
Marshall would be recommended by the Committee. The Committee had
not yet met Mr. Marshall, but there were two other lecturers to be appoint-
ed. We did not try to trump up a meeting of the Senate and Board. Tt was
a very large meeting. Another member of the Senate who was appointed
to the Board by the Convention was in California at the same time; we
could not wait till he came home to hold the meeting. But a very large
number of those who were within reach of Toronto came to the meeting.

“‘Now, with regard to Mr. Marshall himself, I am sure—and Dr. Shields
has already said it—that we ought not surely to base our estimate of a
newly-appointed professor of practical theology on the general kind of
statement that appears in those letters from Mr. Robertson, who is un-
known to any of us, I take it. Such statements are being made constantly
about men. To say that Mr. Marshall has been trained in all the —— 1
have forgotten what of the Germans,——

“DR. SHIELDS: Arts. .
“THE CHANCELLOR: Tricks.

Now really.I think that was pardonable during the war period ——
There is another break.

“DR. SHIELDS: T am not adopting that; I tried to cover that ground
and say I won’t judge any man; let him speak for himself.

“THE CHANCELLOR: The fact remains that that prejudices the
whole case in so many minds. As Dean Farmer stated frankly in his very
full anonuncement in the Canadian Baptist, Mr. Marshall was careful when
in Germany to select evangelical German professors. I defy a person who
knows the scholarship of this time to class Professor Diessmann among
the destructive critics. He is not so called by old fervent Evangelicals like
Dr. F. B. Meyer. And so for trying to make it appear to this Senate, or
subsequently to our body, that because he is pastor of an open membership
church, that that is to be counted against him—we do not believe in open
membership, but who has ever trumped that up against Dr. F. B. Meyer?
I want to refer to that because a letter of this kind surely should not weigh
very heavily. I am sure that numbers of letters like that might be written
by certain men ih England.

“With regard to Mr. Marshall, I had never met him. I believed when
the Chairman of our Board reported informally concerning his meeting
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with Mr. Marshall at the suggestion of certain of our brethren in London,
that here was a providential find, a man possessing the qualifications we
needed for this work. I talkéd intimately with Mr. Marshall when he was
‘here. I had taken care to mail to him not only a copy of the charter, but
-copies of our reports containing statements -and reaffirmations’ in order
that he might know what this University stood for. In talking with him
I was convinced that he did believe in the great central truths that we
Baptist people have held dear. I do not know that I went into the matter

" of all of his critical views. But so far as I could learn, Mr. Marshall did
not hold any critical views as to the authorship or dates of the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures that were different from the views held by scores and
hundreds of scholars and scholarly ministers and laymen throughout the
British Empire who are looked upon as soundly evangelical. He does not

- accept Archbishop Ussher’s dating; he does not accept all of that particular
views of authorship that some people do; but from all I could learn, at no
point did he hold a critical view which was inclined in any sense to upset
a strong and adequate view of the doctrine of inspiration. If I was entirely
deceived, or if I misinterpreted his position, I certainly did not know that
I misinterpreted it. ik

“DR, MACNEILL: I think there is a reference in one of those com-
munications to his position in regard to the resurrection. ‘He need only be
asked about the resurrection.’

This last sentence is in quotation marks and is from the letter.

“DR. SHIELDS: I think that is there. (Reads: ‘A few pointed
questions on inspiration, bodily resurrection of Christ would reveal his
.position’.) .

That ends the quotation from the lettér of Mr. Robertson.
“DR. MACNEILL: That would discount in my mind the value of the
letter altogether, for the simple reason that one of the things Dr. Farmer
. reported in his interview with Mr. Marshall was that he daccepted the resur-
. rection simply on the ground that there was the open grave and that was
the answer to it.

“DR. SHIELDS: I would.not lay undue weight upon those letters,
you understand. I tried to say that. .

“DR. MACNEILL: At the same time, the submission of them here
tends to prejudice the whole case. )

“DR. SHIELDS: I do not consider it. I think I should be seriously
lacking in the discharge of my duty if, hearing of these things from a
-man who, so far as I know, is a man of good standing in the Baptist
ministry—if, hearing of these things I failed to call your attention to them,
I think I should be doing wrong. I think it is exceedingly .desirable that any
man beginning his work in this University should begin with every sort of
influence in his favor. Now, all I have said is this, Here are those sugges-
tions. Granted for the sake of argument that they come from some light-
weight, or some extremist, surely in the interests of this institution it is
worth while to ascertain if there is anything in it, and if there is not any-
thing in it—this came to me without my seeking, and there is no doubt it
* will come to other people—why should we not as members of this Senate
- put ourselves in a position unequivocally to deny these things, if they have
no foundation in fact?

“] see no objection whatever to a man being asked: Just what is your
position? I do not think anyone here would have any hesitation in stating
our position over and over and over again. I would remind you also that

> gometimes objection has been taken to matters having been brought to the
attention of the Convention on the ground that it was not first submitted

- to the Senate.
“I now submit this reasonable proposal to the governing body of Me-
- Master University, and ask you to take action, and promise in a written
word that if the report is shown to be without foundation, so far as I am
concerned, I am prepared to do my utmost to make Mr, Marshall’s ministry
here a success. Now, I do not think that is an unreasonable request. It is
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just for the ‘Senate to consider whether it is worth while. Of course, if
you waive aside a suggestion of that sort—I do not know any more about
Mr. Robertson than you do, I never heard of him; I have since seen his
name and an article by him in a periodical published in London—but who-
ever he is, there the fact is. Dr. Farmer said Mr. Parker said we should
keep our minds open to the truth and open to facts. I bring to you this
communication which I do not say is a fact, I do not know; but if your
minds are open to facts, then I submit you ought to investigate it and
make sure. If you do not do so, the responsibility must rest with the
Senate and not with me. I have discharged my full duty as far as the
Senate is concerned. o

“MR. MATTHEWS: This question arose the very moment I returned
from England. I happened to hear of Mr. Marshall, and on making inves-
tigation found he was a very high class man, so I asked him to come to
London and chat things over, which he did. He said he was absolutely
. satisfied to consider a call from-the Senate on the basis of the McMaster
position, and I brought that message to Canada. Now the point arose
the very moment I returned that the Senate would have to make the inves-
tigation you speak of, Dr. Shields, and after consultation with the Board
of Governors Mr. Marshall was invited to come to Canada for the very
purpose which you now outline.

“As far as I am aware, the Senate made its investigation through its
Deans and Chancellor, and- after a very full conference with Mr. Marshall
touching all these points as to his theological position, and afterwards the
Committee reported to the Senate. So it does seem to me that the request
Dr. Shields made has been complied with before the request was received,
in the sense that we in a formal way have accepted the report of our
Committee, going over those very details that he has outlined.

“I do not see why the Senate should ask for another investigation. We
paid the expense of Mr. Marshall out here, we were so nervous and anxious
about his position then, and we were absolutely satisfied. If any member
of the Senate has misgivings through hearing reports from England or
anywhere, I should suppose it would be the duty of that Senator to get in
touch with Mr, Marshall after he arrives, and satisfy himself. If I had any
. misgivings-—as I had, as a matter of fact—I discussed those matters very
clearly with Mr. Marshall. I do not think the Senate is called upon to go
over the ground again which they covered so completely before.

“MR. FOX: This matter has been considered in a perfectly regular '

course in which members of the Board of Governors and Senate had an
opportunity of being present and making this appointment. Dr. Shields
rather indicates that if the Senate does not reconsider this matter, or
put the members of the Senate in a position where they can cross-examine,
re-cross-examine, Mr. Marshall, that he, after having served notice to the
Senate, will feel at liberty to take the matter before the Convention.’

“I find myself in agreement with Dr. Shields on the one point, that he
does at least come before the Senate and serve warning that that is what
he proposes to do, for it was decidedly a criticism of Dr. Shields’ actions
heretofore.

“I agree thoroughly with Mr, Matthews that an appointment having been
made after careful examination, the only proper way in fairness to Mr.
Marshall and the Senate, the only proper way to open the matter is virtually
by way of some charge. I do not believe a professor should be contmually
open to official cross-examination. I would suggest therefore in view of
. the difficulty that has been raised, and because I think if it is at all possible
we ought not to contend at the coming Convention, but consider construcs
tive matters in regard to the University, I would like to move that a
committee composed of the Chancellor, of the two Deans and the Chairman
of the Board he appointed to consider what action should be taken in respect
to the statement as read by Dr. Shields, and that a report be brought in to
the next meeting of the Senaie.

“MR. McKECHNIE seconds the motion.
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“DR. SHIELDS: Mr. Fox has read into .what I said, has put his own
construction upon my remarks. 1 am glad to know what Mr. Matthews
has said. If the Senate is really desirous of carrying the denomination with
it in all matters, I think it would be wise sometimes even to go the second
mile. I would not be understood to speak disrespectfully, I do not intend
anything of the sort, of the gentlemen who had conversation with "Mr.
Marshall, but I do submit that they are not the only men in, the denomina-
tion competent to pronounce upon a subject of that sort. And where there
is a doubt it might be worth while trying to clear up that doubt. -

- “Now, I would remind the Senate that we are in-a position where this
University needs above all other things not only to command the confidence
of the denomination, but so to shape its course as to make it’ abundantly
evident that it deserves such confidence. I have said nothing of bringing
this matter to the Convention as a matter of fact. (I have not thought as
far as the Convention at all. In a few hurried ‘moments I dictated what I
have read to you, and I thought it only faif to submit-it-to you:-.I must say
in all frankness that the remarks of the Dean in Theology: himself are
about as disturbing to me respecting Mr. Marshall.as these letters. If I
have'misunderstcod Dr. Farmer I hope he will correct me, but I understood
him to say that after ascertaining Mr. Marshall’s view of the Old Testament
that had it been the Chair of Old Testament he was considering, he would
?o.t !,lave felt the same measure of confidence in recommending him. Is that

air? 8 ; "
“PROFESSOR FARMER: I should have gone into the matter as to
details more fully than I did in that particular matter, but I wish it to be
‘understood, I say, I do not kriow where I would draw the line, that in that
matter I do not know where any person can draw the line, and I did not
{_eel it 'was necessary to delay the matter in order to draw that particular

ine. : :

“DR. SHIELDS: Very well, I leave the matter with the Senate.

“PROFESSOR FARMER: May I add another word? With reference
to his being a member of a certain kind of church,”the Committee met Mr.
Marshall, and that matter was referred to. The members of the Committee
remembeér that Mr. Marshall stated as his own personal conviction that
he believed in a membership restricted to baptized believers. -

“DR. MACNEILL: I remember I referred especially to that and asked
him especially if, finding himself here in Canada—of course we know many
of the English churches are open membership—if in spite of the fact that
that obtained in the Old Land, he would be thoroughly in accord with our
position. He said absolutely he would, and that was his own conviction. So
that should not be held against him. .

“DR. SHIELDS: ‘' I think that is probably in response to inquiry. I
have laid no emphasis at all on the statement. .

“PROFESSOR FARMER: It is a very easy thing to make a general
statement like that and to leave an impression that is not true of the man.

" Take another, the resurrection: that letter refers to the matter of resurrec-
tion. Now, I can quite understand some people might talk with. Mr. Mar-
shall himself about the resurrection and misunderstand him altogether.
He believes in the resurrection of Jesus, but like an honest man, I stated
to the Senate at the time, he said: ‘Now, of course, the resurrection of
the body, just the nature of 'it, may be incomprehensible’ We have to in-
terpret that in the light of Paul when he said that. ‘But the empty grave,
you believe Jesus rose in a real sense, and there is the spiritual body?’ He
said ‘Yes,” quite emphatically. I can understanad some persons if they
were talking with him would go away with the idea that he did not believe
in the resurrection of the body, which is not true. He does believe it very
profoundly. So I can.understand there might be other misunderstandings
of his position. . : L :

“The thing.I want to say especially is that at the present juncture—
Mr. Marshall will arrive in a couple of weeks. He has resigned his position
over there with, I think, a noble and high purpose to make his contribution
to our work in Christian education and to the honor of Christ.

“Now, talk about going the second mile, I would like to ask whether the




12 (484) THE GOSPEL WITNESS Oct. 30, 1926

" -right thing for us would not be now . under the present-circumstances to
. wait and let Mr, Marshall do his work and see-whether he does not do it
right. If he gives occasion during the course of a year for objection to his
teacling or his work, it will be time enough to bring up the difficulty. It
" seems-to me the right thing is to go ahead believing that he is in harmony
with our position. . o
“DR. SHIELDS: Might I just say this? My only reason is, if Mr.
. Marshall had been here for a year, any man makes friends, and when we
. discuss this matter a year hence it is a personal matter. I do not know Mr.
_ Marshall at all; I know nothing but what I have read in these letters and
in the Baptist. But it seems to me it would be much easier to deal with the
question before he begins than a year hence.
“PROFESSOR FARMER: -The man comes, a high-minded man, and
.in view of that full statement, of ours dealing with doctrine, and he says, ‘I
come to you in sympathy and harmony with that;’ and then on these par-
+ ticular points on which he was spoken with he gives a strong, positive
assurance on the theological side. It might be more satisfactory for my
-personal preference if he had come a little closer to the view that I have
thought of in comnection with the Old Testament records, but I confess
that I am not in a position to draw the line for anybody.”
DR. SHIELDS: “I think perhaps I was the first in this denomination,
in this Convention, to suggest the putting of McMaster Undiversity on a bud-
- get, and did for years endeavour to co-operate. I joined with Dr. MacNeill
as long ago as 1910 in an endeavour to avoid any sort of division in the Con-
“vention by referring a matter back to the Board, and I remind you that
- "the gentleman who was under discussion on that occasion was re-
tained on the faculty of the University for mine years afterwards.
Those of you who have read his book know bis position, and must have
known it before: an absolute denial of the supernatural from beginning
to end on every page where the matter is touched upon at all. Yet he was
retained on the faculty of this University for nine years.
“ ‘Now, I appreciate that even if such a dificulty, if such divergence
from our views should later on be apparent in the teaching of Mr. Marshall,
I have no doubt, at least I fear, that any sort of criticism would be met
exactly as every criticism has been met in all the years. Brethren, it is a
great mistake to suppose that that kind of thing can be ultimately squelch-
ed—it cannot be. I think it is better, even if you put the critics in the kind-
ergarten class and admit that they know very little and all the rest of it,
- it is & good deal better at least to make some effort to assure them that
their criticism is without foundation.
‘I tried to do the very thing which Mr. Matthews has recommended,
. that'I should personally have a talk with Mr. Marshall. When the present
, .Chancellor was coming here I asked the Chancellor to meet me; I repeated
the' request; I invoked the good offices of the Chairman of the Board to
' . arrange a meeting, and the Chancellor absolutely refused to discuss any-
‘thing with ‘me at' all, and sald this is a matter for the Senate and why
" should he engage in convergation with one man. I tried to do the very
thing. 'I ask Mr. Matthews if that is not so. Yes, the very thing that Mr.
Matthews now recommends, and my overtures were not received, and even
then I was regarded as an utterly unreasonable man.

DEAN FARMER'S-CONVENTION SPEECH

_ "I now quote from Dr. Farmer's speech. He refers to the McMaster
Statement of Falth in the Trust Deed, and Mr. Marshall’'s subscription to it.
I shall return to that wheén I touch upon Mr. Marshall’s speech. But here is a
very striking paragraph from Dr. Farmer’s speech:

“I have been trying honestly to work on the basis of the charter, and

when this thing was in its crisis in July, and I had to make up my mind as to

. my action, I faced the thing then, before God and in my own room, and I said
to myself: As an honest man and as a Baptist Christian man, I cannot turn
down a man like that whose spirit is so fine and who so exults in the grace
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of the Lord Jesus Christ. And I took my stand, and 'I am going to stand by
lt ”

I beg to enquire, What was this “crlsls" to thch the Dean refers when he
says he had to make up his mind as to his action, when he faced the. thing be-
fore God and in his own room? Does not the language suggest that the Dean
was face to face with some great problem, and that he had some sort of a
battle with himself before hé was able to make up his mind as to his course
of action? What does he mean when he says, “I said to myself, | cannot turn
down a man like that”? Who asked him to turn down this Mr. Marshall?

-Against whose protest was the Dean mentally contending? It has never been

suggested that any objection to Mr. Marshall was mentioned in the Senate.
Was it the Deans own conscience? Was It his own conviction of truth?
Were these the protestants on this occasion? One thing is certain: | was not
to biame, for | was in California at the time; and was blissfully ignorant of the
whole “crisis”. Mr. Marshall had been brought all the way from Engtand for
the purpose of interviewing him. It was after the interview, after the Dean
had questioned Mr. Marshall so thoroughly, that he faced the thing before
God, and in his own room. 1 ask again: What was the crisis? What was It
he faced before God in his own room?. Who asked him to “turn down” Mr.
Marshall? Was it conscience? Was [t conviction? My readers must form
thelr own conclusion as to whether or not Dr. Farmer did in himself feel that
there was something. about Mr. Marshall’s position that was not strictly in
accord with that which is believed by the people of this Convention.

The Chancellor made a speech in connection with the submission of the
report. This was moved by Dr. Farmer, and seconded by Mr. E. C. Fox, each of
whom spoke to the motion. I followed Mr. Fox, and I now quote trom the
stenographic report of my own speech: .

DR. SHIELDS' SPEECH (From Stenographlc Report) -

“Now, I have done my full duty in this matter, and T have a resolutlon
to propose, Mr. Chairman, which I think possibly will help the situation out.

“I am convinced that the crying need of-this denomination is that
we should get together, if possible. I do not believe that we_shald ever get
together on a basis of compromise.—(Cries of ‘No, never. *—1 do. not be-
lieve'that there is any possibility of fellowship.

“My good friend—was it Dr. Whidden or Dr. Farmer‘l—relerrqd to
the brethren of the south land. I call your attention to this fact that in the
Southern’ Baptist Convention, meeting after meeting votes have been won,
and the paper published in Louisville, Kentucky, calls attention to the fact
that there are now in -the Southern Baptist Convention twenty thousand
churches that refuse to co-operate with the denominational budget; and
three million Baptists who refuse to co-operate; that there are only five
hundred thousand out of three and a half million members and only five
thousand churches out of twenty thousand. I ask you if that is leadership?
I ask you. You may win a verdict at the Convention, but you cannot get
the spiritual and hearty co-operation -of the people by any.means of .that
sort. You must win and earn and hold the ¢confilence of your people if you
are going to have their hearty support in this educational enterprise.

“It is of no moment to me what.you do. with me. I am not.a .factor
in this question. I know perfectly well that wherever a. man takes a stand
on this matter he at once becomes a target, and it becomes a personal issué
everywhere. It is so all over the continent. I have travelled the continent
a8 much as any of you; I think I am as conversant with the rellglous con-
ditions of this country as-any of you. I know a little about English Baptist
conditions, and although I am an Englishman I do not- want the type of
Baptist life that they have in England; I do .not ‘want dry baptistries and
gli:thilhing membership and diminishng Sunday schoolr. I do not wan.t
“wor shall we ever get a better condition of things by’ oomrpromdsing
on these: vital issues. Again and. again the Convention has promounced
upon it, again and again it -has come up here. We weént away last year—
I-was not the offender. This thing was. done In.my absence.. I had not a
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thing to do with.it, This information came to me. I was in honour bound
to submit it to you, and I lay the responsibility——I laid it first upon the
Senate—I now lay the ‘responsibility upon the delegates of this Convention
for the continuance of the kind of thing that we have had in this Con-
vention for the last few years, and in order to make it very, very simple for
you, I propose to offer a resolution respecting myseif.

“ propose an amendment to the motion, which I understand is that
the report be adopted. I propose the deletion of all words after the word
‘that, and that the motion be amended to this effect:

“That the Convention may have the opportunity to express approval
or disapproval of the Rev. T. T. Shields as a member of the Board of
Governors of McMaster University in respect to his request of the Senate
for the appointment of a Committee to inquire as to the alleged modernist
views of the newly-appointed professor, the Rev. L. H. Marshall; ,

‘It is hereby resolved that the position of the said Rev. T. T. Shields :
as a member of the Board of Governors be, and is, hereby declared vac-
ant as from this date; . |

‘And that since the said member was elected by ballot the vote !
on this question be algo taken by ballot.’ '

“I bring back to you the commission you gave me.. I have told you
how 1 have tried to discharge my duty. I beg to move that my position be |
now declared vacant, and I ask you to weigh this question. If you approve |
of what I have done, if you think my statement to the Senate is a fair |
‘proposal and that I did what I ought to have done, then vote ‘No’, vote re- - ‘
jecting this motion; but if you want to get rid of this rtrouble—maker from
the Senate and Board—-—I think you will admit, at least, that it is fair play, '
I do not ask anybody else to do it, I do it myself—if you want to get rid |
of th1s trouble-maker from the Senate and Board once for all—I promise you '
once for all—— if you want to have done with him and permit the Senate l
‘and Board to go on exactly as they have done, if in your judgment they
have acted.wisely and in the best interests of this Convention, then vote
‘*Yes.'—(Cries of ‘We will’ and laughter. )—All right. Now, there is a fair
_proposal; I ask you to declire my position vacant if you disapprove wha.t
"I havg done, and to reject this motion if you approve.
I:i “'I_'his amendment will be seconded by my friend, the Rev. John

nton e

REV JOHN LINTON'S SPEECH (From Stenographlc Report)

The Chairman ruled that the amendment I had submitted was out of
ordér, and Mr. Linton therefore spoke to the general motion to adopt the
report. ‘Mr. Linton sald, in part:
- “T believe that the revival which increasing thousands of our people are
praying for, and which many of us believe is right at our very door, cannot,
however, be brought about if this Convention officially adopts an attitude of !
€asy tolerance toward modernism. Brethren, If we are to have the answer to
our prayers, if we are to have 'the smile of God upon our churches in city
and country, we must seek to please God
“A DELEGATE: iAmen!

“REV. MR. LINTON: It ie not what Dr. Shields thinks,—(Cries of ‘No')
. =—or what Dr.-Marshall thinks,—(Cries of ‘No’)—or what anyone else thinks;
it is, What would God have us-do to-night. We might as well be frark, we
might as well know where we stand. I plainly see that there is a great gulf
between the attitude of some of the members of our Board of Governors and
the attitude adopted by over ninety per cent., I believe, of our Baptist people.
(Cries.of ‘No!’ ‘No!’) I shall be most ha.ppy to have it shown me that that
is otherwise. We all would.

“Very well, then. What is the proof of that? I believe, my friends, that
it can be proven up to the hilt that our Board of Governors has again and
#@gain taken a different attitude toward modernism from that which is believed
by our people. Now, let me prove it if I can. It is not a pleasurable task,
but let us just face the facts. We will know where we stand, we will come
.to some agreement, and then we can go home and praise God for a Conven-

-~
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tion where men, either young or old, can stand up and be permitted'to express
the convictions of their souls: It is a great thing to be a. Baptist.

“Regarding the appointment—or let me go back into ancient history—

“A DELEGATE: I rise to a point of order. Are we here to listen to the
sermons of Mr, Linton? He may be a good preacher—(Cries of ‘Sit down®).
—when are you going to stop? There ought to be some limit, Mr, Chairman.

“Rev..MR. LINTON: Mr. Chairman and fellow-delegates, I promise you
I will ‘make this just as brief as possible, and indeed I will not take many
minutes. (Cries of ‘Go on!’)

“Very well, then. A reference was made by my friénd, Dr. Farmer, to
the Convention of Bloor Street, 1910. And there our Convention made a pro-
nouncement. They said that the people stood upon the doctrinal statement
that was written into the trust deeds of the University charter. Very well.
The members of the Board of Governors knew then—if they did not know
then they knew later—that one of the teachers on the staff of McMaster
University was not teaching in harmony with that statement.

“Now, friends, I am not standing here to tell what I have heard from
someone else or what I have read. I sat in class-room' for a whole year, and
I heard Professor Matthews lecture after lecture, and it is known to all
that Dr. Matthews did not accept the plain statements of God’'s word.
Now, that is known to us. Let us face it. Dr. Farmer knew that; the stu-
dents often told Dr. Farmer about it. The Chancellor then knew it. Every-
.body knew it. What was the attitude of the Board of Governors toward that
teaching? One of tolerance. Would that win the smile of God? (Cries of
‘No!’) Would that help or hinder the prayers of godly people in this coun-
try’s churches and its pastorates? Not at all.

“Then we come to the honouring of Dr. Fannce. Now then, pleasze be
indulgent while I speak of these things. The Senate ahd Board of Covernors
wished it to be understood that in honouring Dr. Faunce they were not fel.
lowsh.pping his views. Certainly, I accept that. But the question I ask is
this: " Why is it that immediately the statement was published that the Board
of Governors and Senate had honoured Dr. Faunce; immediately the common
people knew it was a colossal blunder. Why could not our Board of Gov-
ernors, see what was obvious to the rank and file of our people? Because—
the answer is this—they do not share our feeling toward this thiug which
denigs the plainest statement of the word of God. There is no other interpre-
tation. They do not share our dread, our hatred, of this thing. ‘So hast
thou also them that hold the doctrine of the Nlcolaitanes, —said Christ—-
‘which thing I hate.’ Rightly or wrongly, I believe that God batvns false
teaching. I believe that Jesus Christ hates that which denies tha trth of
His written word. I believe that; that is why I am speaking.

“And now we come to our friend Professor Marshall. Dr. Farmer gays
that Mr. Ma-shall accepts the statement of belief written into the charter of
the University. Now, when we all agree with that statement of belief one
would think it would be reasonable to accept the statement of Mr. Marshall
as being sufficient to cover the ground. We ought to be able to accept that.
But, friends, Mr. President and delega.tes, I ca.nnot accept that, and I win
tell you why.

A DELEGATE: Why not?

REV. MR. LINTON: Very well, T will tell you why -—and in not being
able to accept it, I trust I am domg no injustice to Mr. Marshall—Because
Dr. Matthews signed that. Thdt is why. It won't do any harm at all just
to let everything be known and seen, and then quletly and thh the blessing
of God let us decide these things.

Now then, one of the statements in that doctrinal creed covers the deity
of Jesus Christ. My friends, Jesus Christ! Dr. Matthews said that he
accepted the deity of Jesus Christ. All right. Jesus Christ said: As Jonah
was three days and three nights in the belly of the fish—(laughtér)—that
shows how little some people know. Even so the Son must be three days
and three nights in the _heart of the earth.

If I know the meaning of language, Jesus ‘Christ, my God and Lord said
that a man named Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly:of a
fish, and at-the ‘end of that time he was raised from the fish. My Lord said
tha.t He said further, that the men of Nineveh repented at the preaching of
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.this man Jonah, .And thirdly, miy Lord, the one whom we believe as the
.Lord_of'thls Conve‘nt'lon,.said that the men of Nineveh would rise up in

, judgment and condemn this generation, because ithey repented at the preach-

- ing of Jonah, and ‘a greater’ than Jonah is here. o

. . Now, my friends, let me be fair and careful. A Baptist ministér whom
you all know, whom you'all love, whose name I may mention if it is necessary,
went to Dr. Matthews and elicited from him the information that he did not
believe that the story of Jonah was historical, he did not believe that Jonah
was three days and three nights in ithe belly of the fish, or was brought out

- of it, or that the account was reliable as history.

* A'DELEGATE: Mr. President, what on earth have we to do with Pro-
fessor Matthews? . . .

SOME DELEGATES: Let him alone, )
REV. MR. LINTON : The answer is, What had Dr. Farmer to do with

. Dr. Matthews? Everything. We are less concerned with technicalities than
'v“tlh' getting at the truth of the matter. Then we mighit be helpful to each

. other,, . . - .

. Friends, let us know where we stand.
A DELEGATE: Remember your promise.
--SOME DELEGATES: Carry on.

. "REV. MR. LINTON: Very well, I will carry on, and hurry on, too. Just
this statement. There is a great majority of the people in this Convention—
let everybody know it—who will accept the plainest statement of God’s word,
no matter how difficult it may be to believe. That is not difficult. But to

- accept for the teaching of God's word a man—when a man is proposed as
.thé one who shalf teach our young ministers, and when Dr. Farmer says—
now' let me be careful again—that Professor Marshall adopts the moderate
critical view-—I think that is fair—the moderate critical view; when I hear

v from the lips of our Dean in Theology that Professor Marshall adopts the
moderate critical view of Dr. Driver—

(Cries of ‘No, No. Say it all.") . .

. Very well: And when I read in Dr. Driver's own writings that quite irre-
spective of the miraculous features in the narrative, even apart from the
miracles—(Cries of ‘Hurry up))—it must be admitted that there are indica-
tions that it is not strictly historical; in other words, you who know the
meaning of words know that Dr, Driver does not believe that the story of

. Jonah was a fact. Jesus declared it to be a fact. Very well, now. We are
* "not discussing Dr. Driver, but we are discussing the appointment of a pro-
" {fessor to teach our young men, our own boys and girls, whom the Dean has
. said adopts the moderate critical view of the Old Testament, and Dr. Farmer
_ plainly told us—(Cries of ‘No, no. Say it ail’)—
~THE VICE-MODERATOR: Order.

¢ . REV. MR. LINTON. dates and authorship.
SOME DELEGATES: That is right.
. REV. MR. LINTON: I listened carefully to what Dr, Farmer had to
say régarding dates and authorship. There is not any mimister here who
* “'has any mind at all who does not know that there is a world of things wrap-
© ped 'up in- the subject of dates and authorship. Brethren, we have been
hrough it ‘all~we have been through it all.
" A DELEGATE: Amen!
.. .. REV.MR. LINTON: We have listened to those who have told us that
* 'Daniek.was written in the year 180, in spite of the fact that upon every page
v-.of the.book God put the date himself, thus stating that the prophecy of
. «..Daniel, which was_written in the fifth century, was written three hundred
<years -after ;the things that he was supposed to be prophesying took place.
The utter-destruction of the wholé book!| There is a great deal more in dates
4nd authorship than many of you imagine. But I listened carefully to what
.. .Dr, Farmer. said, and I am’sure that Dr. Farmer said this—I know he said it
—that, Dr. Farmer's view of the Old Testament is not Professor Marshall's
view of the Old Testiment. Dr.'Farmer said that. He won't deny that.
Very well, then. " Do you wonder that some of us who are longing to see
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the windows of heaven opening upon .us and His/ blessing sweeping this
country like flame,—do you wonder that some of us are timid about having
appointed to the Chair of Practical Theology a gentleman whose views of
the Old Testament are not Dr. Farmer's views? If they are not Dr. Farmer's
views, how far away are they away from Dr. Farmer's views? That is the
question. And I say to you in closing that the great thing for us to do to-
night—if we get through to-night—is to ‘do something, whatever it miay be,
that will please God and honour His word. ‘ ' '
A DELEGATE: Amen| . - .-
. REV. MR. LINTON: And honour His word. The way to a revival of
spiritual power is not by the road of an easy tolerance toward:that which
has beeg a blight upon every church and every denomination that has coun-
tenanced it. : . : . .

Professor Marshall's sPeeeh; : ’ ,

I #ow -quote from the stenographic report of Professor Marshall's speech,
and I shall make my comments as I go along: . R

Why has this hue and cry been raised against me? Well, of course there
is only one explanation, and you must excuse me if I am plain and straight.
It is my mature to be plain and straight. The responsibility for it-all rests

. with the editor of The Gospel Witness. All I want to say on that point is
simply this, that Dr. Shields has filled the minds of thousands of people in
.Ontario and Quebec and elsewhere with suspicions about me,

In doing that he had.not a scrap of direct evidence in the form of any
word or deed of mine, either in Canada or in England, that was in any way
prejudicial to evangelical Christianity. If he had any evidence, I ask him
simply to produce it. .These suspicions have been cast upon me simply on
the strength of two letters written by an_ obscure Baptist minister who counts
for absolutely nothing in the Baptist denomination jn.England. ’ '

The writer of the letters, the Rev. W. M. Robertson, is here described by
Mr. Marshall as “an obscure Baptist minister who.counts for, absohitely nothing
in the Baptist denomination in England.” Let us for a moment assume that to
be strictly in accord with the facts. What then? If there is a fire to be extin-
guishied, what matters it who turns in the alarm, whether he be white, or black,
or .yellow? . ) -

But how did it come to pass that Mr. Robertson wrote on this matter? He
did not write without being asked to write. Mr. “A”, in Toronto, wrote to Mr.
“B” in England, making enquiry about Mr. Marshall. As Mr. Marshall had
once been a pastor in Liverpéol, Mr. “B” wrote Mr. Robertson, forwarding the
letter of Mr. “A” of Toronto. Mr. Robertson replied to .Mr. “B”; and, also at
Mr. “B”’s suggestion, we believe, wrote direct to Mr. “A in Toronto: Mr. “B”
also sent the letter he had received from Mr. Robertson to Mr. “A”, and Mr.
“A” sent both letters to me. These were submitted to the Senate in the hope
that publicity would be thus avoided. Mr. Marshall mist not blame. M¢. Robert-
son for replying to the engiries which were sent him. He may. blame me if
he will; but the responsibility rests chiefly with the Senate. L

And here has been our difficulty from the beginning. A tablecloth or a
curtain may take fire in one’s parlour, but if someone is in the room at the time
it may easily be smothered, so that a person in the next room may know nothing
of it; but if no one is in the room, nor in the house, and the. fire is observed
from without, it becomes necessary to break the windows to.get at it; and to
call out the whole fire brigade and disturb the whole neighbourhood. Our. diffi-
culty in McMaster- has, been that for fwenty. years we have had no one at the
head of the University, nor at the head of eiihier’ of its departments, to take
action where action was necessary; and whénever even ‘an ‘enquiry was made
from without, the enquirer has been tteated as a ¢riminal who was bént upon
the destruction of the Institution. One might have ‘supposéd that for policy’s
sake, if nat for the sake of principle, the Senate would have had the sense of
an ordinary politician and endeavoured to take the matter suggested into its
serious consideration. On the contrary,'as the minutes printed in the foregoing
pages will show, I was denounced for darinig’ even to question the wisdom:of the
appointment made. : DAt N
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Who is Rev. W. M. Robertson?

. But-now, Who is this Mr. Robertson whom Mr. Marshall says is “an obscure
‘Baptist minister who counts for absolutely nothing in the Baptist denomination
in England”? In our issues of Qctober 1st and 8th, we printed two addresses
by Mr. Robertson, delivered in the great Central Hall, in London. We would
recommend our readers to read these addresses, and Mr. Marshall’s address on,
“Religious Education,” at the same sitting, and judge of the spiritual and intel-
lectual quality of each, always bearing in mind that Mr, Robertson is “an obscure
Baptist minister who counts for absolutely nothing in the Baptist denomination
in England”.

Mr. Robertson is not so obscure as to be unknown in London; and anyone
who knows anything about English church life knows that a man may be very
prominent in “the provinces” without ever being sufficiently known to be invited
to London. But what does. the official record say about Mr. Robertson? In
the Baptist Handbook for 1925 of the Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland,
page 247, Mr. Robertson is set down in the list of the Baptist ministers in the
British Isles in the same official list that Mr. Marshall’s name appears in (page
237). And from the British Hand-book it appears that he preaches in an
auditorium having a seating accomodation of twelve hundred, and his member-
ship is four hupdred and eighty-seven; while the open membership Baptist
Church at Prince’s Gate, Liverpool, of which Mr. Marshall was pastor from
1911 to 1919, the membership was two hundred and ninety-two. "Mr. Robert-
son's church is only short six members of being the largest membership of the
Baptist churches in Liverpool. These particulars are given on page 79 of the
Baptist Hand-book for 1925. But according to Mr. Marshall, Mr. Robertson
“counts for absolutely nothing. in the Baptist Denomination in England.”

If that be so, we wonder how much Mr. Marshall counts for? But this is
ever the attitude of gentlemen of Mr. Marshall’'s gchool: they are always pro-
minent, and those who disagree with them are ‘‘obscure”; they are always the
mighty men,—particularly in respect to scholarship, while others “count for
absolutely nothing”! . ‘

Life would be drab indeed if ene could not find something in it occasion-
ally to amuse; and one of the most amusing spectacles at the recent Convention
was the attitude of a man named Edgar—Rev. W. S. Edgar, Pastor of Gilmour
Memorial Church, Peterboro. He may be a very prominent man, but we had
not heard of it! . But he rises in the Convention and, among other things,
speaks on this wise: ' .

o My reason for appearing on this platform to-night is to throw some
light on this mysterious Mr, Robertson of whom we have been hearing so
‘very mauch. He is a personal friend of mine. * We studled together in

Glasgow. I have been in Toxteth Tabernacle taking part in his services at
his invitation. I ‘spent six weeks 4n Liverpool and I attended his church,
took his prayer metings, addressed women’s meetings; therefore I claim
to know him very intimateély. He is my friend and I do not wish to say one
word derogatory-of his character; yet at the same time I shall not hesitate
to give him an intellectual threshing for interfering in a business which was
no concern of his.

* . It has been stated here to-night that he is an accredited, responsible
minister of the Baptist Union of England. iNo such thing is the case. He
.1s @ member of no Baptist association of any kind. He is a Baptist minister

" who has withdrawn from the Baptist Union of England because, he says,

‘they are all modernists. . .

No one ever sald he was a.miniater of the Baptist Union.

‘Mr. Robertson’s passport to obscurity is his withdrawal from the Bap-
tist Union. .If that.be 80, he is in good company; for the greatest preacher the
world has.ever.known.since apostolic times, C. H. ‘Spurgeon, also withdrew from
the Baptist: Unlon—and for.the same resson. And I suppose that those down-
grade tendencies Mr. -Spurgeon lamented might almost.be considered .as con-
servative today. A .returned missionary from Africa testified in the Jarvis
Street prayer meeting last Saturday that he spent six weeks in Liverpool last
January, and after making full enquiries, discovered that the one throbbing
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evangelistic centre in the whole city is Toxteth Tabernacle of which Mr, Robert-
son is Pastor, We do not know whether' Mr, Robertson finds it necessary to
spend his time with the Girls’ Life Brigade, the Boy Scout Movement, and the
Girl Guide Movement, in order to hold young people in his chureh; 'but we are
asgured that his church is crowded,-and that people are being converted all the
time. Beside which, he is in demand for addresses all over England. .

Since the Convention we received the following letter from one of our
Ontario Pastors who was not present, and whose name we withhold only be-
cause we have not been able to ask his consent to publish it:

“I have read with indignation the comments regarding Rev. W. M,
Robertson with whom I am acquainted. My knowledge of that loyal servant
of Jesus Christ is personal, for I was for some time a pastor in the Liverpool
Association of Baptist churches. He is far from being the “obscure’” Bap-
bist minister referred to by Mr. ‘Marshall, who,'if he spoke truly, would
"acknowledge that for gospel preaching and scriptural teaching Mr. Robert-
son stands in the front rank of British preachers, being in constant demand
on Convention platforms.”

. PROFESSOR MARSHAILL'S SPEECH.

Mr. Marshall said in part (as stenographically reported): .

I notice that Dr. Shields carefully guards himself by saying that my
orthodoxy or otherwise must not bz judged on the basis of those two letters.
Then I ask, Why were those letters spread broadcast through this country?
‘Without any personal pique or malice or ill-will to Dr. Shields I simply say
as a man—and I am out for just a clean fight; I am ready to shake hands as
soon as it is over if he will—

A DELEGATE: That is English.

PROFESSOR MARSHALL:—I want to say this, I consider Dr. Shields’
action was a gross breach of Christian charity, it was a gross breach of

_ good manners, and it was absolutely and utterly un-British. Let me get on,

" please, friends. I want to add this further, that in England men in the
fighting ring, whiskey drinkers at the bar, and man on the race- -course would
be ashamed to stoop to the tactics whieh Dr. Shields has adopted. )

I am not blaming Dr. Shields for attacking me at all, I am blaming
Dr. Shields for the method of his attack, That is all. 1 do not claim to be
immune from attack. It is all very well to say that he is not definitely ac-
cusing me. That is the method of the common slanderer, who tells you

. some horrible tale about somebody and then whispers: Of course, we don’t
know whether it is true or not. But it is too late when it is out. The .
poison gas is already on the breast of the breeze—and it is in this case, so
far as T am concerned.

All I say is this, Dr. Shields should first of all have had direct evidence
from my lips or from my pen that I 'was unfaithful to the gospel of Jesus
‘Christ before he spread these reports abroad at all.

Sympathy With Professor Marshall.

‘We have much sympathy with Mr. Marshall, and sincerely regret the
necessity of giving publicity to his views. Frankly, we acknowledge that we
have been foroed to give his views a publicity which they do not intrinsically
deserve. But we do not think of Mr, Marshall as Mr, Marshall at all: he is
a new professor, he is the embodiment of certain views of the Bible and of the
Christian gospel, -which are to be established in McMaster Uniyversity. The
Unlversity has been the Denomination’s chief source of ministerial supply;
what ‘is taught there is bound to affect the life of the whole Denomination.
Rightly or wrongly, we have been, and are still, profoundly convinced that Mr.
Marshall's views are a menace to the spiritual life of our churches. The Senate,
as a whole, compelled us, because they did not .put out the blaze, to cry, ‘Fire,”
in the hea.rdng of the whole Denomination,

Where Responsibliity Rests.
But we must here. lay the responsibility . especially upon the Dean in
Theology. We repeat Dr. Farmer’s words, as. contained in' the minutes of ‘the
Senate which were read to the Convention:

-
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I stated that his general view was in sympathy with the general mod-
erate, what may be called the Driver view, the moderate critical view.
That has to deal with dates and authorship and so on.” -

The Driver View. '

Let me pause here for a moment 4o consider what the Driver view is. In
the first place Dr. Driver removes Christ as 2n authority respecting the author-
ship and dates of the different parts of the Old Testament. He says in his
“Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament,” edition 1913, on page 12:

“He accepted, as the basis of His teaching, the opinions respecting the
0Old Testament current around Him: He assumed, in His allusions to it, the
premises which His opponents recognized, and which could not have been
questioned (even had it been mecessary to question them) without raising
issues for which the time was not yet ripe, and which had they been raised,
would have interfered seriously with the paramount purpose of His life.
There is no record of the question, whether a particular portion of the Old
Testament was written by Moses, or David, or Isaiah, having been ever sub-
mitted to Him; and had it been so submitted, we have no means of knowing
what His answer would have been.”

On page 324, on the book of Jonah, he says:

“It must be admitted that there are indications that it is not strictly
historical.”

Of Jonah's prayer he says:

. 'The Psalm (Jonah 2:2-9) is not strictly appropriate to Jonah’s situa-
tion at the time; for it is not a petition for deliverance to come, but a
thanksgiving for deliverance already accomplished (like Ps. 30, for instance)
Hence, no doubt, the book of Jonah was not its original place; but it was
taken by the author from some prior source.

On Psalm 110 Dr. Driver says:

“This Psalm, though it may be anclent, can hardly have been composed
by David. If read without proejudiclum. it produces the irresistible im-
pression of having been written, not by a king with reference to an invisible,
spiritual Being, standing above him as his superior, but by a propihet with
reference to the theocratic king.”

Yet this is the psalm of which our Lord enquired, “Wlhi-le the Pharisees
were gathered together, Jesus asked them, saying, What think ye of Christ?
whose son is he? ‘They say unto him, The son of David, He saith unto them,
How then doth David in spirit call him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my
Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footstool? If
David then call him Lord, how is he higs son? And no man was able to answer
him a word, neither durst any man from that day forth ask him any more
questions.’

Peter also in his sermon at Pentecost ascribed the authorship of this
psalm to David: “For David is not ascended into the heavens: but he saith
himself, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, until T make
thy foes thy footstool. Therefore let all the house of Israel know assuredly,
g;la:l God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord and

st ”

‘We could quote much more, -but what does this moderate critical view:
make of the Old Testament? Consuder it in relation to the teaching of Christ,
or Peter in the case cited, or of Paul's epistles in general 'and of the epistle to
the Hebrews in particular. :

Now, we are not responsible for attributing this view to Mr. Marshall.
This is what Dean Farmer says, and that we might do neither Dr. Farmer nor
Mr. Marshall ‘an injustice, we published the whole matter in our issue of
October 15th, and gave two pages of quotations from Dr. Driver's book. In
the discussion at the Convention neither Dr. Farmer nor Mr. Marihall sald one

word to indicate that a mistake had been made in attributing such views to.
Mr. Marshall. They each spoke at length, each had a copy of The Gospel Wit-,

ness before him while speaking; and if these things were not trne they

yF N
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bad every opportunity to qlény them. We can only assume therefore that what
Dr. Farmer said in respect to Mr. Marshall’s holding Dr. Driver’s view, is true.

PROFESSOR MARSHALL continued:

I have the confidence of Dr. Carlisle, and of Dr. Shakespeare, I have
the confidence of Dr. Charles Brown, I have the confidence of Dr. T. R. Glover,
I have the confidence of Mr. Aubrey, the Secretary of thé Baptist Union; and
I venture to say that if the question were raised in the council of the
Baptist Union in London, tomorrow, ag to my fitness from every point of
view for the post I shall hold at McMaster, there would not be one dissent-
jent voice. Therefore I can, though I should like to be on good terms with
everybody, 1 say I can safely dispense with the patrohage of Mr. Robertson.

Mr. Marshall enjoys the confidence of Dr. Glover. A little later I shall
have something to say about Dr. Glover. .

Professor Marshall continues:

Now, I come to the charges of Dr. Shields himself, wlo accuses me of
. having unsound views of the resurrection of Jesus Christ. Well, what are
my views? My wviews about the resurrection are simply based on the New
Testament. I believe in the empty grave upon the first .resurrection morn,
and I believe that Jesus after His Passion showed Himself alive to His dis-
ciples by many infallible proofs. If Dr. Shields’ views about the resurrection
are different from those, that is .no concern of mine at all. I consider the
New Testament is higher authority even than the authority of Dr. Shields.
" It is stated here in plain terms that I do not believe in the Old Testa-
ment, My reply to that is simply this: I will yield to no one in this Con-
vention, not even to Dr. Shields himself, in my love of the Old Testament
‘and in my bellef in its inspiration, in my belief that it is the inspired word
of the living God. Technical questions I refuse altogether to discuss in pub-

He; I do not think it is advisable at all.

PROFESSOR MARSHALL AND “TECENICAL QUESTIONS”

. ‘Professor Marshall is undoubtedly wise to refrain from the. discussion
of technical questions in public, as a rule; but the Convention was not an or-
dinary public meeting. Hundreds of ministers were there. Moreover it was an
official Baptist gathering where delegates from the Churches were assembled,
and, at that particular session, to hear the report of the Governors appointed to
administer the affairs of the Convention’s own University. Surely he might
have condescended to a discussion of technical questions sufficlently to give a
clear and unequivocal statement on the matter under discussion, for example,
the Driver position respecting the Old Testament. ’ ' '

Let us now return to Professor Marshall and examine his interesting
exegesis of 1st Corinthians 2: 4: “The natural man receiveth not the things
of the Spirit of God” etc:

PROFESSOR MARSHALL'S SPEECH CONTINUED
Yes, I believe in the divine inspiration of the scripture as surely as

Dr. ‘Shields, although I confess quite frankly and openly that I may not in-

. terpret scripture as Dr, Shields does. I am glad that I do not. I will tell
you why. T have got in my hand The Gospel Witness for to-day—the special
number, I presume, that was issued to try and finish me off. Dr. Shields says
here, quoting me: e : :

. ‘So, T believe, it 1s in the best sense of the term, natural for the spirit
oi' goa.: to seek iHlumination and strength and inspiration from the spirit
of. R . :

You know what I said on that point. ' And then Dr, Shields goes on:

‘Let us see how far this agrees with the teaching of scripture: But the

natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God:

. Now, Dr. Shields quotes that against me. T am not making any de-
bating. points, T am no dlalectician, I simply want the plain simple truth.
To.win a victory by mere argument is absolutely nothing to me and I do not
care about it. . . '

. All T want to say is this, and again I say 4t in all charity, if a man
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sets himself up as a great authority on the Bible he should be accurate in his
interpretation of the Bible. Now, there are plenty of Greek scholars in this |
audience to-night who will be able to pull me up if I say anything wrong. |
Those words ‘natural man’ are a translation of the Greek anthropos psuchtkos !
which should be translated, instead of ‘matural man’, ‘psychic man.’ Am I
not right, Dr. Farmer? .

DR, FARMER. You are right. i

PROFESSOR MARSHALL: I will tell you what Paul's thought :
is. This is Paul's thought about human nature.. He says that man is, in | i
the first place, tlesh; in the second place, mind; in the third place, spirit. !
And there are, so to speak—this is the Pauline doctrine, this is the doctrine :
of the New Testament about human nature—Paul maintains that the three,
ingredients of ‘human nature are flesh and mind and spirit. And he puts:
men into three different classes. He says there are some men in whom,
the flesh is absolutely predominant; the mind is dormant and the spirit is,
dormant, And what sort of people are they? - He says they are carnal, flesh-
ly. He says, on the other hand there are some people who keep down the!
flesh; the mind is in the ascendant, but their spiritual nature is dormant.’
‘What does he call them? They are not fleshly, but they are not spiritual;'
they are psychic. On the other hand there are those who do not only keep'
the flesh under, they also have the mind alert, and the spirit alive toward'
God. What does Paul call them? He calls them the spiritual.

Now, what is the meaning of this text? Paul simply maintaine that
the psychic man, the man whose mind is alert but whose spirit is dormant,
cannot understand the things of the Spirit of God. Of course, he cannot
I never said that he could. .

. Following this piece of extraordinary exegesis and before attempting any
answer, I cannot refrain from quoting an interview with Professor Marchall
which appeared in The Toronto Star Weekly of October 24th. As The Gospcl

. Wilness goes all over the world, and is read by about one thousand minislers
besides thousands of lay readers, my readers, especially the readers of tlie ser-
mons, ought to be informed of the Editor's ignorance and general incompetence.
As the Editor has been in his present pulpit for nearly sixteen years, and Pro-
fessor Marshzll has been in Toronto only about as many days, the readers of
The Gospel Wiilness ought to be advised of Prof. Marshall’s great discovery a.t
once. So here it is: :

Interview With ‘Prof. Marshall in The Toronto Star Weekly. !

“Rev. Dr. T. T. Shields uszs scripture in his reply to the address I de-
livered at Hamilton on Monday night both inaccurately and iznorantly,”
said -Professor H. T. Marshall of McMaster University in an interview with
The Star in answer to an article appearing in “The Gospel Witness,” rof
October 22nd.

“H2 does not yet understand the scnptures and would be well advused
to devote himself carefully to Bible study. According to the Apostle Paul
there are three ingredients in human nature; body, mind and spirit. The
people in whom thz flesh is predominant Paul calls carnal, that is ﬂeshly
The .people in whom the mind is predominant, though the flesh is kept under
while the s|p1rit in them is dormant, Paul calls psychic. The people in whom
the sprit is prazdominant and alive to the spirit of God, Paul calls spiritual.
To quote Paul’s words, “‘The natural man (Greek, the psychic man) receiveth
not the things of the spirit of God, is no answer to my contention that the
gpiritual instinct is in man. What Paul means is that the merely! in-
tellectual man cannot through mere intellect alone apprehend the thingé of
God. Nor i it an answer to quote Paul as saying, “I know that in me that
is in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing.’ The great qualities of human per-
sonality do not reside in the flesh but in the mind and spirit of a man. A
man who Interprets scripture as Dr. Shields does in ‘these cases proves
himszlf utterly incompetent as an exponent of the word of God.”

Mr. Marshall commits himself to the trichotomous theory of the elem'enta
ot human nature, and in his interview with The Star Weekly he implias tha.t

.’

l‘k
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thiose who do not subscribe to his theory are not competent to expo-und the
Word of God. A little later I shall show that in Tejacting that theory I have a
good many scholars on my side—who may poss.bly be not greatly inferior to
Professor Marshall.

Mr. Marshall says that Paul says: “There are some men in whom the
flesh is absolutely predominant; the mind is dormant and tha spirit is dor-
mant.” Will he tell us where Paul says that? Animals have instinct; men
have reason, and that faculty.surely belongs to some other than the fleshly
part of our natura. When Mr. Marshall says that there are some people in
whom the flesh is absolutely dom:nant, what does he mean? Does he mean
actual flesh and bones and blood, divorced from all rationality? Does he mean
mere sentianecy? One in such a condition could' be neither moral nor immoral,
but only unmoral and fit only for a bed in a hospital. Where does Paul describe
such people as being carnal or fleshly?

Again: Mr, Marshall says, “There are some peopls who keep down the
flesh; the mind is in the ascendant, but their spiritual nature is dormant. What
does he (Paul) call them? They are not fleshly, but they ars not spiritual:
they are psychic.” Is this what Jude means when he describes some “sensual
(psychic) having not the spirit?’ Does Paul, or any other scriptural writer,
describe anyone in such terms? Is the psychic man of the text
we are cons.dering a mere Stoic who has gained the mastery
of the flesh while. insensible to tha spirit? Our modernist friends
often decry what ithey call the proof text method, but surely Mr.
Marshall’s- alleged exegesis properly Mbelongs to thalt species of mental
gymnastics described in the Scriptures as a “striving about words to
no profit’.. The “spiritual” men, we believe Mr. Marshall correctly describes
as “those who not only keep the flesh under, they also hava the mind alert,
and the spirit alive toward God.” But in view of the fact that the distinguished
professor of McMaster bows me out of court as an ignorant incompetent, I
cannot do batter than appeal to some higher authority (the Hizhest of all
author:ty 1 shall appeal to presently). For some years ome of the theological
text books used in McMaster has been Dr. A. H. Strong’s “Systematic The-
ology”. I think I cannot do better than quote at langth from this authority on
the respective merits of the dichotomous and trichotomous theories.

1. The Dichotomous Theory. ’

Man has a twofold nature,—on the one hand material, on the othmr hand
immaterial. He cons!sts of body, and of sp.rit, or soul. That there are two,
and only two elements in man’s being, is a fact to which consciousness
testifies. This testimony is confirmad by Scripture, in which the prevailing
representation of man’s constitution is that of dichotomy.

That the Scriptures favor dichotomy will appear by considering: (a)
The record of man’s creation (Gen. 2:7), in which, as a result of the in-
breathing of the divine Spirit, the body becomes possessed and vitalized
by a smgk principle—the living ‘soul.

Gen. 2-7:—“And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground,
.and breathad into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living
soul”—here it is not said that man was first a living soul, and that then
God breathed into him a spirit; but that God inbreathed spirit, and man
became a living soul—God’s life took possession of clay, and as a result,
man had a soul. Cf. Job 27:3—“For my life is yet whole in me, And the
spirit of God is in my nostrils”; 32:8—'there is a spirit in man And the
breath of the Almighty giveth them understanding”; 33: 4—“The spirit of
God hath made me, And the breath of the Almighty giveth me life.”

(b) Passages in which the human soul, or spirit, is distinguished, both
from the Divine Spirit from whom it proceeded, and from the body which it
inhabits,

. Num, 16:22—“0 God, the od of the spirits of all flesh”; Zech.12:1—
“the Lord, which formeth the spirit of man within him.”; Heb. 12:9
“the spirit o fthe man which is in him the spirit of God”; .Heb. 12:8
—"the Father of spirits.” The passagas just mentioned distinguish the
#pirit of man from the Spirit of God. The following distinguish the soul,
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or gpirit, of man from the body which it inhabite: Gen 36:18—“it came
to pass, as her soul was in departing (for she died)”; 1 K. 17:21—"0 Lord
my God, I pray thee, let this child's soul come into him again”; Ececl. 12:7

—*“the dust raturn to the earth as it was and the spirit return unto God
who gave it”; James 2:26—*the body apart from the spirit is dead.” The
first class of passa.ges refutes pantheism; the second refutes materialism.
(¢) The interchangeable use of the terms “soul” and “spirit.”

Gen. 41:8—"his spirit was troubled”; Cf Ps. 42:6—“my soul is cast
down within me.” John 12:27—“Now is my soul troubled”; Cf. 13:21—
“he was troubled in the spirit,” Mat. 20:28—to give his life (psuche) a
ransom for many”; Cf. 27:60—"“ylelded up his spirit (pneuma).” Heb.
12:23—*“gpirits of just men made perfect”; C.f. Rev. 6:9—"I saw under-
neath the altar the souls of them that had been slain for the word of God.”
In these passages “spirit” and “soul” seem to be. used interchangeably.
(d) The mention of body and soul ‘(or spirit) as together, constituting
the whole man.

Mat. 10:28—*“able to destroy both sout and body in hell”; 1 Cor. 5:3—
“abgent in body but present in spirit”; 3 John 2—*I pray that thou
mayest prosper and be in health, even as thy soul prospersth.” These
texts imply that body and soul (ot spirit) together constitute the whole

.man,
For advocacy of the dichotomoug theory, see Goodwin, ‘in Journ.
. Society Bib. Exegesis, 1881: 73-86;. Godet, Bib. Studies of the O.T., 32;
Oehler, Theology of the O.T. 1:219; Hahm, Bib. Theol. N.T., 390sq.;
Schmid, Bib. Theology N.T., 503 Wews, Bib. Theology N.T. 214; nuthard.t,
Compendium: der Dogma.tik 112,113; Hofmann, Schrl:ttbewels, 1 294-298;
Kahnis, Dogmatik, 1:549; 3:249; Harless, Com. on -Eph., 4:23, and
Christian BEthics 22; Thomasius, Ohrlstl Person und Werk, 1: 164—168
Hodge, in Princéton Review, 1866; 116, and Systematic Theol., 2: 47-61;
BEbrard, Dogmatik, 1: 261-263. ’

3. The Trichotomous Theory.

The element of truth in trichotomy is simply this, that man has a
triplicity of endowment, in. virtue of which: the single sou}l has relations to
matter, to self, and to God. The trichotomous theory, however, as it is
ordinarily defined, endangers the unity and immateriality of our higher
nature, by holding "that man consists of three substances, or three component
parts—body, soul, and spirit—and that soul and spirit are as distinct from
each other aw are soul and body.

We regard the irichotomous theory as untenable, not only for the nea-
sons already urged in proof of the dichotomous theory, but from the follow-
ing additiomal considerations:

(a) pnewme, as well as’ psuche, is used of the brute creation.
Eccl. 3:21—“Who knoweth the gpirit of man whether it goeth (marg.
v - ‘that goeth’) upward, and the spirit of the beast, whether it goeth (marg.
- ‘hat goeth’) downward to the earth?” Rev. 16:3—*“And the second poured
out his bowl into the sea; and it became blood, as of a dead man; and
every living soul died, even the things that were in the sea”—the fish.
(b) psuche is ascribed to Jehovah.
Amos® 6:8—“The Lord God hath sworn by himself” (lit. by his soul,’
. LXX. eauton); Is. 51:1—“my chosen, in 'whom my soul delighteth”; Jed. -
9:9—*Shall I not visit them for these things? saith the Lord: shall not my
soul be avenged?”’ Heb. 10:38—“my righteous one shall live by faith:
And if he shrink back, my soul hath no pleasure in him.’
. (¢). The disembodied dead are called psuchai.

Rev. 6:9:—*“1 saw underneath the altar the souls of them that had
been elain for the word of God”; Cf. 20:4—“souls of them that had been
beheaded.”

(d) 'The highest exercises of' religion are attributed to the psuche.

Mark 12:30—"“thou shalt love the Lord thy God . , . with all thy soul”;

Luke 1:46—“My soul doth magnify the Lord”; Heb. 6:18,_19—"&110 hope
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set before us; which we have as an anchor of the soul”; James 1:21—"“the
implanted. w'o'rd which is able to save your souls.”
(e) To lose thls psuche is to lese all.

Mark 8:36, 37—“For what doth it profit a man, to gain the whole
world, and forfeit his life (or ‘soul,’) For what should a man give in ex-
change for his life (or ‘soul,’)?”

: (f) The passages chiefly relied upon as supporting trichotomy may be
better explained upon the view already indicated, that soul and spirit are
not two distinct substances or parts, but that they designate the immaterial
principle from different points of view. Systematic Theology, by A. H.
‘Strong—pp. 243-245. :

PROFESSOR MARSHALL'S SPEECH CONTINUED.

Let us now resume the “thread” of Professor Marshall’s discussion:
One more example of Dr Shields’ maocura.te eXegesis. Ta.king up my
statement:

‘I believe that we are so made by our Heavenly Father tha.t the gpirit-
instinet is an inalienable part of our nature,—

You know the passage. Well now, what does he say about that?

“The scripture says: For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh)
dwelleth no good thing,

Did I say that the spiritual instinct was in the liver? Did T say that
it 'was in the lights? Did I say that it was in the blood? I said nothing of
the sort. I quite agree with the Apostle Paul: In.this flesh of mine dwell-
eth no good thing. I sometimes look forward to the day when I will be rid
of it. But I am not all flesh; of course not. You must again get Paul’s con-
ception of human nature—ﬂesh mind, spirit. In the flesh, of course, dwell-
eth no good thing. But that does not say there is nothing good in ﬂhe mind
and nothing good in the spirit of man. Of course it does not. Dr. Shields’
interpretation of scripture is pretty well on a par with that of Mm Bddy,—

(Cries of ‘Oh! Oh!’ and ‘Hear, hear!”)

—who says—
(ICries of ‘Oh! Oh!’)
Let me finish my sentence.

(Cries of ‘No, No!’ ‘Take it back.’)
No, I want to finish my.sentence.

THE VICE-MODERATOR: Gentlemen—

(ICries of “Take it back!’)

PROFESSOR MARSHAILL: I want to finish my sentence

THE VICE-MODERATOR:—you have been exceedingly oourteous—
Continue your courtesy.

) PROFESSOR MARSHALL: I say let me finish my sentence. 1 am not
going to take it back yet. I will take it back in a moment if you think it
unfair. 1 was not meaning Mrs. Bddy generally. I mean in one particalar
case—(Cries of ‘Oh! Oh!’)—Wait a minute. Will you let me finish my sent-
ence? Mrs. Eddy at one point in her book says—I cannot remember the

. words exactly, but she says.you never want to use ointment for the skin.

' "Why? Because Jesus said: ‘Take no thought for the body.’

: Now, that is a false use of holy scripture entirely, and all that I am

. maintaining now is that there Is a false use of holy scnipture in Dr. Shields’
quotation: ‘But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of

. God’ T am not suggesting that Dr. Shields’ general method of interpreta-

. tion is on-a par with that of Mrs. Eddy at all. I am simply meaning in these
particular cases he js just as wide of the mark as Mrs. Bddy so often s,

Was This Ever Surpassed?

- We have read a little, but we think this surpasses a.nytxhrin.g we have met
with anywhere: “Did I say that the spiritual instinct was in the liver: Did I say
that it was in the lights? Did I say that it was in the blood? I. sajd nothing of
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the sort, T quite agree with the Apostle Paul: In this flesh of mine dwelleth no
good thing. I sometimes look forward to the day when I will be rid of it. But
I am not all flesh; of course not. You must again get Paul’s conception of
human nature—flesh, mind, spirit. In the flesh, of course, dwelleth no good
thing.. But that does not say there is nothing good inthe mind and nothing good
in the spirit of man. Of course it does not.” Through the stormiest moments
of the whole Convention Professor Marshall endeavoured to tell the Convention
that my interpretation of Scripture was pretty well on a par with that of
Mrs. Eddy who said, “You never want to use ointment for the skin., Why?
Because Jesus said: ‘Take no thought for the body’.”

. Is this what the studants are to be taught by the Professor of Practical
Theology‘! When Paul spoke of his “flesh”, did he mean “liver” and “lights”
and “blood”?. Let us examine some of his uses of the term: In Galatiang 1:16,
Paul says, ‘I conferred not with flash and blood.” Did he mean that he con-
ferred not with the “liver” and “lights”? “Now the works of the flesh are
manifest, which are these; Adultery, fornification, uncleanness, lasciviousnsass,
idolatry, witcheraft, hatred, variance, emplations, wrath, strife, seditions, here-
sies, envyings, murders, drunkanness revellings and such like.” Some of these
“works’” are obviously fleshly in the physical sense; but what of idolatory,
witcheraft, hatred, variance, wrath strife, seditions, heresies? Do all these
balong to the same category as “liver” and “lights”?

Again: when Paul says in Galatians 5:24: “They that are Christ’s have
crucified the flesh with the affections and lusts,” does he mean that their bodies
have actually been nailed to a cross, or that their flesh has been mutilated?
Or again, in Romans 6:6 “Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him,
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve
sin.” Are we to follow Professor Marshall's literalization of the term “flesh,”
and commit suicide in order that the body of sin may be destroyed? Was it for
this sort of exegesis Professor Marshall was brought from England? - Once
again: our distinguished pedant observes, “In the flesh, of course, dwelleth no
good thing. But that does not say there is nothing good in the mind and noth-
ing good in the spirit of man. Of course it does not.” Obviously, Professor
Marshall believes there is something good in the spirit of man, and in the mind
of man, for he has said that “the spiritual instinct is an inalienable part of our
nature”. And this is the thesis he is discussing; and he labours to prove that
while it is not in our flesh, there is something good in the mind and in the
spirit.

Does Prof, Marshall Belleve Man Totally Depraved?

Let us now go back for a moment to the McMaster Statement of Falth.
One of the doctrines set out in that Statement is “the total and universal de-
pravity of mankind >’ Dr. Farmer made mention of the fact that Mr. Marshall
had subscribed to the whole Statement; but certainly he does not believe in
thie total depravity of mankind. Yet he is said to have accepted that Statement.

But let us see whether Paul’s statement that “in me (that is, in my flesh,)
dwelleth no good thing” is confirmed by other scriptures, and, at the same
‘time, whethér Mr. Marshall’s contention that the spiritual instinct is an in-
alienable part of our nature finds any scriptural support. Our Lord Himself
said: “For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, forni-
cations, thefts, false witness, blasphemies”; in Ephesians 2:3 Paul says that
those who were dead in trespass and sins “fulfilled the desires of the flesh and
of the mind; and were by nature the children of wrath, even as others”; in
Romans 1: 218 we are told, “God gave them. over to .a reprobate mind”; Paul
speaks of the “fleshly” mdnd of the “carnal” mind; of the “vanity ot their
mind”; of many of “corrupt minds", some of whom it is said even ““their mind
and conscience is defiled”; “the carnal mind is enmity against God”; “an evil
heart of unbelief.” But surely this In enough when we remember our Lord’s
words, “That which is born of the ﬂes‘h is ﬂeah and that which is born of. the
Spirit ‘is spirit.” -

Notwithstanding our reduction ‘to the ra.nks of the theological awkward
squad by Mr. Marshall, we still believe that Paul teaches, by the Holy Spirit, in
the 2nd chapter of 18t Corinthians that the gospel is “the wisdom of God in a
mystery”; and that “eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into
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the heart of man, the things which God - -hath prepared for them that love him.
But God hath revealed them unto us by hisg Spirit.”
Prof. Marshall’s Confession of Faith.
Let us now hear Prof. Marshall’'s confession of faith:

I believe in God the Fathér Almighty, maker of heaven and earth; I
believe in the deity of Jasus Christ H.s Son, our Lord; I believe that on all
the great questions of morality and religion the absolute and the final word
is with Jesus Chr.st our God and Saviour; I belisve in the virgin birth; I
beliave in the vicarious suffering of Jesus Chnst as effecting the abonement
between-man.and God; I believe in the glorious resurrection of Jesus Christ,
in the empty grave—remember that—in the amipty grave on the first Easter
morn. I have already testified on that point. I believe that Jesus ever

* liveth to bs the inspiration of all his followers. I am a fundamentalist in
the New Testament sense of the term. “For other foundation can no man
lay ‘than.that is laid, which is Jesus Christ.” And nobody in the wide,
wide world shall ask any other funda.mentalism of me.

(Cries of “Hzar, hear.”)
I believe that the Bible is the lnspired w'ond of God from Genesis to Reve-
lation; I believe in the life heraafter, as the trust deed says, both for the

'+ just a,n-d .the unjust; I.belleve in the necessity of conversion, in the need of
peopl2 being born again.

The Infallibilly of Christ.

The Professor is careful to say that “on all the great questions ¢f morality
and religion the absolute and final word 4s with Jesus Christ our God and
Saviour.” Christ is not infallible in all realms, as Dr. Driver would insist. He is
not an authority on the authorship or dates of the Old Testament Scriptures,
therefore He does not stand in the way of accepting the critical view of,—Jonah,
for instance, or the 110th Psalm. .

. Vicarious Suﬂ'erlngs

Mr. Marshall says: “I believe in the vicarious sufferings of Christ as
effecting the atonement between man and God.” Some one will say, “Surely,
that is satisfactory.” Once of a day, it might have been, or before Modernism
stole the termdinology of Evangelicalism; And even now it -might have- sufficed,
had we not Mr. Marshall’s address on “R:ligious Education” before us. Still
our Professor avoids the blood; still his words are sifficiently ambiguous to
either include or exclude the trith that Christ died instea;dv of sinners.

: Two Distinguished erters.

Let us here quote from two distinguished writers on this subject:

The historic Jesus -hag given the world its most appealing and effective
exhibition of vicarious sacrifice. V:carious sacrifice is not new in man’s life,
Gravitation is no more dezply built into the structure of the physical uni-
verse than is vicarious sacrifice into the essential nature of the moral world.
Save when some one who need not do it voluntarily assumes th2 burden -of
man’s misery and sin, there is no salvation from any want or tragedy that
mankind knows. All this deepest realm of human experiznce, universal as
it is, is simmed up in the Master’s Cross. He has given us so perfect and
convincing an illustration of the power of a boundless love -expressing itself
through utter sacrifice that he has become the unique representative on
earth of that universal principle and law.

Wherever one ‘imeets vicarious sacrifice—in leingstone voluntarily
assuming the burden of Africa’s misery, in Father Damien becoming a leper
to the lepers when he need not have done it, in Florencs Nightingale taking
on herself the.tragedy of battleflelds’ which she nevar had causd-—it always
is.the most subduing and lm:pre:sive fact mankind, can face.

Who-is it-writes thus? DR.. I-IARRY EMERSON FOSDICK in “The Modern

Use -of the Bible.” . pp. 229:231. )
But now’let us hear 'from another great theodogrical leader:
In dealing with the Christian religion, its ideas, and’ the expression
given to them, the first thing is to learn the mind.of Jesus himself. He was
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2 child of the synagogue; {rom boyhood he had the custom of going to the
synagogue (Luke 4:16), and he was more at home there than in the Temple
with its grandeurs and its squalors (Matt. 21:12, 13; Mark 11:15),
It would be msignificant if ‘he with his genius in religion, His in-
sight and intuition in all that bears on God, went back {from
"the stage of the synagogue to that of the Temple, of he fell
short of the Prophets. But he does not. He, too, ‘omits sacrifice.
His teaching centres in another conception of God. “Your heavenly Father”
-has not to be persuaded by your gifts, 4t is the other way round; “It is your .
. Father’s good pleasureé to give you the kingdom.’ All ancient ritunal, all
priestly theory of sacrifice and offering, is more than ever :ohsolete when
we ‘hear the voice of Jesus.

The metaphor of sacrifice is indeed found in the New Testament. It
is used because it is a popular way of speech, because it i8 an easy symbol;
and yet when one tries to define the idea of sacrifice and realizes the
essence of Jesus’ revelation of God, the more alien the two things become.
The metaphor fails;- the -symbol will not do. It confuses the issues. The
expression with which we started, “the Lamb of God,” is peculiarly hard to
grasp with any clear sense of its meaning; it suggests ideas but it eludes
us. If some of us still love the old phraseology of sacrifice, it i3 because
it has been filled with new meaning and has gathered new associatioms.
But the new meaning is too much for the old words; the new wine bursts
the old skin. The old conception of sacrifice makes our relation with God,
which is so simple and 80 beautiful in the teaching of Jesus, indistinct again;
it leaves the morality of the affair uncertain and difficult. It was never
dominant until the adherents of the mystery religions, the heathen, came
into the Church, and brought, by sheer numbers, a conception to bear on the
teaching of Jesus that was not there at the beginning. Then the whelesale
adoption of the Old Testament and the passion for matdhing everything in
the Old with something in the New, and above all the legalism bronght into
the Church by converted Roman lawyers, changed the general outlook.

The statement, attributed by the Fourth Gospel to John the ‘Baptist,
that “the Lamb of God taketh away the sin of the world” has historically
heen justified. There is plenty of sin in the world to-day; but we have only
to read history to realize the disappearance of a great deal of sim, public and
private. There were forms of sin, which, as men lived themselves into the
meaning of the death of Jesus, they would have no more. A society, more
and more penctrated by the intelligence of Jesus, could mot endure to have
slavery continue; the atrocious usage of women went; the killing of babies
went; and many other like things have gone, and the rest wil go. For
to-day, where the will of God, as interpreted by Jesus, is reai, where people
have come near to Jesus, they catch his Spirit and see things as he sees
them; they grow conscious of the call to a higher level; they become sensi-
tive to the suffering of others; they find themselves involved in a great
change of life, a thoromgh rethinking of the principles on which they live—
a change swift, impulsive, and instinctive in some, slow, deliberate, and care-
fully thought out in others; but real in both. Tt means sin taken out of
men’s lives, new principles of living given, and a new motive in life, a new
passion; a new power, a new life—God in short. It is all associated with
the realization of Jesus. What the old religion, with its clumsy and vague
attempts to reach God, could not do, has been done in human -experience
by Jesus.

It is not out of the way, then, that the Apocalypse pictures the victorious
Christ as the Lamb slain, and again and again associates his victory over
sign and evil with his death, and to his death ascribes the purity and beauty
of all the white-robed souls that he has redeemed. , .

. And who is this great writer who thus discourses of the death of Christ
and “The Lamb of God?” He is none other than Mr. Marshail’s chief sponsor,
DR. T. R. GLOVER of Cambridge. (“Jesus In The Experience of Men”—op. 69.
70). When a man holding such views could be elected to the Baptist Unlon of Great
Britain, it is no wonder that a man holding such convictions as the Rev. W. M.
Robertson withdrew from The Baptist Union. ' But this Dr. Glover is the man
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of whose confidence Mr. Marshall boasts. What do Canadian Baptists think of
this? Who ever heard of one holding Dr. Glover’s views recommending one who

believed in Salvation through the blqod'?
<Again Mr. Marshall says:

I believe in the glof*ious resurrection of Jesus Christ, in the empty
grave—remember that—in the empty grave on the first Easter morn. I have
already testified on that point. (Earller in his address Mr. Marshall sald:
“My views about the resurrection are simply based on the New Testament.
I believe in the empty grave upon the first resurrection morn and I believe
that Jesus after His Passion showed Himself alive to His disciples by many
infallible proofs.”) .

We would not do Mr. Marshall an injustice; but surely he could set all minds at
rest by a more-explicit statement on the resurrection. He says nothing but that
“He showed himself alive after his passion by many infallible proofs.” That,
‘of course, is Scripture, but the.'Scripture does not stop there: it enumerates the
proofs. The New Testament says, He bade ‘His disciples “handle” Him, that He
bade Thomas, “Reach hither thy finger, and behold my hands,” etc., and that
He ate & plece of broiled fish and of an honeycomb; and Paul summarxzes the
whiole matter in 1 Cor. 15:4-9.

" Perhaps we may be charged with being unfairly suspicious. But let us
hear again Dean Farmer in a stenographic report contained in the Minutes of
the Senate read to the Convention.

Now, I can quite understand some people might talk with Mr. Mar-
shall himself about the resurrection and misunderstand him altogether. He
believes in the resurrection of Jesus, but like an honest man, I stated to the
Senate at the time, he said: “Now, of course the -resurrection of the body, just

_the nature of it, may be incomprehensible.” ‘We haveé to interpret that in
the light of Paul when he sald that. “But the empty grave, you believe

Jesus rose in a real sense, and there is the spiritual body?" He said, “Yes,”

quite emphatically. I can understand some persons if they were talking with

him would go away with the idea that he did not belleve in the resurrection

of the body, which is not true. He does believe it very profoundly. So I

can understand there might be other misunderstandings of his position.

‘Why, I ask again, should Mr. Marshall so state his view of the resurrec-
tion as to leave his position open—according to Dean Farmer’s own statement—
to mis.understa.nding"
. A Modernist on the Resurrection.

But here let me quote one who is regarded as a very great authority in

some quarters
For the early Christian one argument sufficed for immortality—Christ
is risen, Men had seen him after his rising, had heard him, had spoken

. with him, had touched him. Stoics and Epicureans in Athens laughed when
Paul came to the “riging again of dead men” (Acts 17:32) educated people
did not talk so; they laughed and dismissed the subject, and went away to
thresh again the rotten straw of Zeno and Epicurus, for Atheng was a uni-
versity City.

) Can we today say with Paul: “But now is Christ risen from the dead,
and become the first fruits of them that slept” (1i:Cor. 15:20), or have we to
trim our speech to come & little nearer Athens? We have to consider the
resurrection of Christ side by side with what we are coming to know of the
facts of psychology, and we have to be as sure of our psychology as of the
Christian story. We have to consider the tricks the mind plays upon itself
and the part of the physical nature in suggesting them and joining in the
play. We have to ask whether the d-isciples were not_just at that stage of
culture when the mind fails to realize it is playing such tricks; and whether
we must say that Christ did not rise from the dead, but tha.t certain psy-
chopathic temperaments thought he did and suggested it -to others. We
cannot shirk such questions; and, in the présent stage of knowledge, we

- shall not get, it.we are in a hurry, any very encouraging answer.

. G-uesses ha.ve been made a.t ‘what happened——'g‘uesaes condrltioned by
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.our very slight knowledge of the soul and its way; and I shall not add to
their number. Instead of guessing, we note that the group of men whom we
meet in the epistles and the Acts are the same we met in the gospels, but
in outlook, temper, spirit, and faith they aré changed. That is history, and it
must be recognized and then, if possible, understood. Something has hap-
pened; we may recognize so much; and if we are uncertain what exactly hap-
. pened, we may note that it turned defeat into vietory, it put the hope of im-
. mortality on a new footing, and it changed the history of the world.
But in any case, Paul put the matter once and for all when he said:
“If in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most miserable.”
‘We may not yet be able to solve our difficulties as historians, or to construct
the story of the risen Christ, but one thing is forever luminously clear—the
Christian faith is bound up with immortality; both stand or fall together,

And who is the author of these words? None other than Prof. Marshall’'s
chief sponsor, DR. T. R. GLOVER, in his book, “Jesus in the Experience of
Men”—pp. 125-127. )

Once more: Professor Marshall says: *“I believe that Jesus evar liveth
to be the inspration of all His followers.” Does that even approximate the
truth of Scripture?—"But this man because he continueth ever, hath an un-
changeable priesthood. Wherefore he is able to save them to the uttermost
that come unto God by him, seeing he zver liveth to make intercession for
them.” Why should Professor Marshall say, “Jesus ever liveth to be the in-
gpiration of His followers”? Because his language implies that hz knows
nothing of the Priesthood of Christ. Sin is not expiated by blood, hence a per-
petual Intercessor does not come within his conczapt of the gospel. Christ’is
the Example and the Inspiration of His followers, rather than the Substitute
and the Intercessor. . .

Conclusion,

What followed this is of littls importance. The hour was late, and people
were wearied to the point of exhaustion. There were several speeches. Rev.
A, P. Wilson moved th: amendment I had moved earlier by making it an ad-
dition, and the President accepted it as an amendment to the motion to adopt
the report. Mr. Wilson supported his motion by a very able speech. in whirh he
challenged th: Convention to say whether or not it approved of Dr. Shields’
action by voting on the proposal to declare his position on the Board of Gover-
nors vacant; and insisted that Prof. Marshall had not yet declared his belief in
the literal, physical, resurrection of Christ.

But it was obvious the supporters of the Senate’s action were anwilling to
accept a trial of strength on such a motion. At length tharefore, the following
amendment to the amendment was moved by Rev. C. R. Duncan of Park
Church, Brantford, and seconded by Rev. Mr. Burrell of Leamington.

That all the words after the word “that” be struck out, and that there
" be substituted the words:

This Convention in adopting the report of the Senate and Board of
Qovernors re-affirms the declaration that touching the attitude of the
University to the Bible made by the professors of the faculty of Theology,
endorsed by the Senate and approved by this Convention in Bloor Street
in 1910, in the following words:

The divine inspiration of the scriptures of the Old and New Testa-
ments, and their absolute supremacy and sufficiency In matters of faith
and- practice; the scriptures of the Old and New Testaments were given
by inspiration of God, and are the only sufficlent, certain and authoritative
rule of all saving knowledge. faith and obedlence; the divine inspiration of
‘the scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as a complete and infallible
rule of faith and practice.

And this Convention reiterates its approval of the following sentences
from the report of the Senate and Board of Governors at that same
Convention.

This action of the Senate does not involve an endorsation of any
particular critical views that- have been challenged, but is to be inter-
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preted as solely in” the interest of that reasonable liberty which has always
been cherished by our people as a sacred possession.

And, further, that this Convention commends the Senate and Board
of Governors for their action in appointing to the Chair of Practical
Theology a professor who, having considered that declaration, sincerely
accepted it.

The vote was by ballot. There was much confusion. The amendment
to vote on declaring Dr. Shields’ position vacant was unpalatable to both
sides. The amendment to the amendment included a statement of the funda-
mzntalg of the faith which the Convention had adopted before, -and at the same
time it had a clause approving the Senate’s action,

The scrutineers reported the total vote to be 558, with Yes, 399; No, 159.

First Righteousness, Then Peace.

But nothing is ever settled until it is settled right. The issue before
the Denomination is now clear, and it will be necessary to prosecute the war
with more vigour than ever. We bid our Canadian readers be of good
cheer. God lives, and will yet show Himself strong in behalf of those who
fear Him. Already many letters have come to us declaring the writers’
determination to fight the good fight of faith to the end at all costs.

“When obstacles and trials seem,
* Like prison walls to be,
I do the little I can do,

And leave the rest to Thee.

“He always wins who sides with God,
To him no chance is lost;
God’s will is sweetest to him when
It triumphs at'his cost. s

“Ill that He blesses is our good,
And ‘unblest- good is ill;
And all is right that seems most wrong
. If it be His sweet wilL.” ’

ANOTHER GREAT MEETING.

A great congregation assembled in Jarvis Street Church Thursday evening to
hear the Pastor’s address on the MeMaster controversy. Notwithstanding it was
election night when interest-in the returns usually takes tens of thousands of
citizens downtown, a congregation that is estimated as being not less than
thirteen hundred assembled to hear this discussion. After a prayer service of
half an hour conducted by Deacon George Greenway, the Pastor toock charge
of the meeting, He first read the following announcement from the calendar
of the Walmer Road Baptist Chureh for October 25th:

ECHOES OF THE CONVENTION.

“Come to the prayer meeting on Wednesday evening at 8 o’clock and
hear some of the splendid news from the Hamilton Convention about the
progress of our work.as a denomination and pray for continued prosperity
of our work and our churches throughout the coming year.”

Following that the Pastor explained that having heard of the proposed
discussion at Walmer Road he had instructed two chartered stenographers to
attend and secure a report; that he had especially told yhem to interview Dr.
MacNelll, to explain who they were, and why they had come, and whom they
represented. Dr. Shields then stated that he received from these gentlemen the
following letter which was read to the great congregation:
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364 Bay 'Street, Toronto,
October 28th, 1925.

Rev. T. T. Shields, D.D,,
Jarvis Street Ba-ptist Church,
Toronto.
Dear Sir:

In compliance with your instructions to furnish. you with a verba,txm report
of the meeting to-night at Walmer Road Baptist Church, our Mr. Berryman
and Mr. Emerson attended there. We advised the Rev, Mr. MacNeill of our
purpose, and asked his permission to report the proceedings pn' your behalf.
He peremptorily declined to allow us to do so, and we thereupon withdrew.

Yours truly,
(Signed) BERRYMAN, EMERSON & CO.

Following this, the Pastor called Mr. William Fraser to the plalform who
read the following statement:

“On Wednesday evening, October 28th, I attended the weekly prayer meet-
ing of Walmer Road Baptist Church. When I entered the room Dr. MacNeill
was addressing the meeting. He stopped in his address and told the meeting
that Mr. Fraser, Dr. Shields’ Secretary, had just come in. Dr. MacNeill said
that he wished to be perfectely frank and said that my vacant chair would be
preferable to my presence, as I was there for no good purpose, and that I had
never attended the meetings before. He also intimated that they were not
in the habit of doing things that way at Walmer Road.

T asked if I might say a word before wif.hdraw'in.g, to which Dr. MacNeill
said, “No! You cannot say anything here.” I then replied that I must say a
word as Dr. MacNeill’s statements to the meeting were not according to fact.
In the first place, Dr. Shields had nothing whatever to do with my presence at
that meeting. I had come with an open mind; and as an interested but inde-
pendent party; and secondly, the information had come to me through a friend
who attends Walmer Road. I was informed that Dr. MadNeill had announced
that he would speak on the Hamilton Convention, and, supposing it to be a
public meeting, I dropped in to hear what he had to say: but if he wished me
to withdraw I would do so with pleasure.

I felt that it was only right that Dr. Shields should be advised of what had
taken place. I therefore informed him of my - experience.

(Signed) WILLIAM FRASER.

In Thursday’s edition of The Toronto Dally Star an article of nearly a col-
umn’s length, appeared on the front page of the second section of the paper with
large headlines as follows:

TWO EMISSARIES OF REV. DR. SHIELDS INVITED TO LEAVE:
Fundamentalist Pastor’s Secretary Al_so Ejected from Walmer Rd. Meeting.
SHIELDS IS PLEASED.

Fraser Told by Dr. MacNeill His Vacant Chair Preferred to His Person.
’ After Mr. Fraser had read his statement Dr. Shields said, “I have since been
_informed by another independent person that after Mr. Fraser's withdrawal Dr.
Ma.oNelll said that if there was anyone else present representing Dr. Shields he
would be glad if he would He good enough to leave, I am sorry. I want now
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to say that if there ds anyone representing Dr. MacNeill here to-night—I see
some stenographers here,—they would be more comfortable at a table than
writing on their knee, and we should be glad to provide them with tables,—
and if there is anyone here especially representing Walmer Road I should be
delighted o give him my easy chair (Applause). 7Ts-there anyone hear who- -
would like a little more comfortable place of operation? I see a good friend
bhere whom T know—I am not going to call his name, but he would be very,
very heartily welcome. - I mean that with the utmost sincerity. Our doors
are always wide open—both to come in and to go out, which ever you like,
(Applause) but especially at our meetings for prayer.

Now, you are welcome always to report anything you hear in this chureh,
and to publish it on the housetops and to the ends of the earth: “He that doeth
truth cometh to the light. that his deeds may be made manifest, that they are
wrought in God.” ’

In an address of an hour and twenty minutes the Pastor called attention to
the salient points in the long article printed in this issue. A special edition
of The Gospel Witness had been issued, and at the close of the meeting hund-
reds availed themselves of the opportunity to secure a copy. Dr. Shields re-
peatedly urged his hearers in the great audience to take a printed copy of the
address with them and to carefully examine the records taken from the steno-
graphic reports, and reach their own conclusion.

A BIRTHDAY PARTY

Thursday evening, October 29th, there was a great ga.t-hei-in-g of the church
members at the Dorcas Tea. We have never before seen so many people crowd-
ed into the B. D. Thomas Hall. Every inch of space was occupied with the
tables and chairs, we thought, and yetr crowds overflowed into the aisles and
packed themselves in, so that it was a perfect jam of people,

It was known that the Pastor’s birthday would be on November 1st, and it
was planned to make this a birthday party. A great cake, sufficiently large
for.everyone of the great crowd to share in, was on the table with twenty-one
candles burning brightly, signifying that the Pastor wos “of age.” We doubt
whether a happier party of people could be found anywhere.

When the tea was over, Mrs. Lillie, in behalf of the people generally but
the young people pa.rtxcularly presented the Pastor wlt.h a handsome dressing
gown and little (Mzss Margaret Jennings presented (Mrs iShields with a beauti-
ful basket of chryaanthemums The Pastor replied, and expressed his great
grabitude for the affection of his own people. Many storms may rage outside of
Jarvis Street, but there are no storms within. We question whether a happier
pastoral relationship than that which here obtains could be found anywheré on
the American continent. -

LAST SUNDAY. .
~ Last Sunday was a great day in the Jarvis Street Zion. There was a large
‘School in the morning notwithstanding the heavy rain, and seven or eight
responded to the Inwitation. At night the church was packed to its capacity,
with large numberg standing, and some—we do not know how many—tirned
away. Twelve were baptized, and someﬁhmg over twenty. responded to the
invitation and came to the ﬁront seat. We counted only up to twenty-one, but
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there were others afterward. The Pastor preached on, “What a preacher did
after he was suppdsed- to be dead.” The sermon was intended for this week’s
issue, but was crowded out by the other matter which occupies our space; and
will appear in the paper of next week.

In view of the Convention, many prayers has ascended for Sunday that God
would vindicate the course taken, and certainly there was no diminution of
blessing of this occasion.

THE PASTOR’S OUT-OF-TOWN ENGAGEMENTS.

The Pastor will be in Chicago attending the Baptist Bible Union meetings
November 2nd to 4th, and again November 10th and 11th; but will preach in his
own pulpit November 1st and 8th. Beginning November 15th, with Mr. W. J.
Hutchinson, the Pastor will conduct a two weeks’ evangelistic mission with the
First Baptist Church, Lexington, Kentucky, -of which, Dr." George Ragland is
the pastor. The prayers of our readers are requested for these services.

CHINA INLAND MISSION FAREWELL MEETING
JARVIS ST. BAPTIST CHURCH
(Cor. Jarvis and Gerrard ISts.)
THURSDAY NOV, 5th, at 8 P. M.
It i3 expected that
REV. H. W. FROST, D.D., HOME DIRECTOR FOR NORTH AMERICA
will be present and speak.

Five China Inland Mission workers are booked to sail from Vancouver on
the “Empress of Asia” Nov. 12th. Of these the four whose names follow plan
to be present at the above mentioned meeting, the three last mentioned being
new workers.

Miss Lena We"n'ér, fR: N. I. L. Johnstone, M.B., M.R.C.S., LRR.C.P.
‘Buffalo, N. Y. Chatham, Ont.

Rev, Arnold [Strange, B. A. Mrs. «I L. Johnstone, S. R. N.
Montreal, Que. Chatham, Ont.

YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS ARE CORDIALLY INVITED.

TO ALL CANADIAN BAPTISTS.

‘We frankly solicit the help of all readers of this issue of The Gospel Witness
to get the information harein contained to the people. . We ask our readers
first not only to read. but carefully to study the matter here submitted for judg-
ment; and if they share our belief that a wrong step has been taken by thas
appo.ntment of Professor Marshall we solicit their help in the circulation of
this issue. .

The Gospel Witness ig endeavouring to plead the cause of Baptist orthodoxy.
It may, and almost certainly does make mistakes, Ybut it is doing its best to
sound the alarm. What other paper will give to its readers such information
as this contains? Has it not some educational value?

Last week w2 published two editions, and this is the second edition thls
week. Is not this paper fighting the battle in the general interest? That being
80, we appeal to all to help. We confess this publication is a hzavy load for
one church to carry, but we shall continue the battle if we have to do it alone.
But our friends are multiplying. One sends a chaque for $100.00 thankoffering.

Help circulate this issue. We are charging ten cents a copy for this
issue. Will not Pastors and others order packages of ten or twenty, or omne
hundred for free distribution? Of course, single copies will be sent for ten
cents on application at the Witness office, 130 Gerrard St. East, Toronto.
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RELIGIOUS - EDUCATION

An Address Delivered by Professor H. T. Marshall, in Stanley Ave.
Baptist Church, at the Baptist Convention of Ontario and
Quebec, Hamilton, October 19th, 1925.

(Stenographically reported)

The address contains many good things; and we are sure our
Baptist people generally will be in hearty agreement with Professor
Marshall in his estimate of the importance of caring for the religious
welfare of the young. We are Inclined to think, however, that com-
paratively few of our people will bé found to agree with Mr. Marshall
in his general attitude toward this subject.

It is very difficult for the average person carefully to weigh the
exact value of all the words of a speaker as an address is delivered.
For this reason we had a stenographic report taken of Mr. Marshall’s
address; and we suggest that this address be read carefully with a
view to discerning the real import of what Mr. Marshall says. Some
passages in the address which we think require thoughtful considera-
tion will be found In bold-faced type. We ask our readers to judge
whether these passages are in agreement with the Word of God.

This address 48 republished in this issue that all the information on the
subject may be brought together in one number. If any would know something
more of Dr. Driver's position, send for The Gospel Witness, No. 23, Oct. 15th.

Mr. Chairman and my dear friends: I feel that I must first of all thank
you from the bottom of my heart for the very cordial welcome that you have.
given me to-night. In view of all the terrible things that have appeared in
print about me since I arrived in Toronto a day or two ago, I almost expected
that I should be cursed by this Convention but I am very glad to find that
you have blessed me. (Applause). In fact, to tell you the truth, when a re-
porter called on me this morning I was almost afraid to come; but I knew
that in dealing with a Christian audjence I could be-quite sure that the vast
majority, at any rate, would- show me Christian charity and good manners.
I knew further that in- dealing with a British audience I could count on fair
play; and, in fact, my experience of British audiences on the other eide of the
Atlantic has made me quite certain of the fact that there is no more certain
way of winning sympathy for a speaker than for someone to hit him below
the belt. -

Well now, I have not come to talk about personal matters at all really;
but you will forgive that little personal reference, because you drew it out
of me by the kindly welcome you gave me.

Well now, I am to speak to you to-night on a theme that is very tfe_‘ar to
my own heart—and I- want to make it just as near and dear ‘to yours—the
question of religious education in the churches. 'I am to speak to you, in’
other words, on the church’s duty in the matter of the religious education of
the young. And it was suggested to me that I should speak to you straight
out. of my own experience. Well, that is the only thing, of course, that I can
do. I hesitate a little though to. do so, simply because, as you know, all my
experience up to the present has been in England, and it may be that a good
many of my remarks do not apply to Canada; though to judge from the very
little I have seen of religious education in the churches in Canada, I should
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say that the majority of the churches here are ahead of the churches in the
0ld Country. :

Well, in considering a theme of this kind, I think the first question to be
settled is, What is the mind of Jesus Christ on this problem? To my mind,
that is the starting point always. That is the starting point even in religious
and theological controversy, although I am afraid it is sometimes forgotten.

Remember, that it is one of the greatest achievements of Jesus Christ
that He has introduced into the world a new tenderness toward child life, and
a new ‘solicitude for the all-round welfare of little children. I need hardly
remind you that Jesus Christ befriended children; and when His disciples
tried to drive away those mothers who brought their little ones to Him—and
there are some preachers to-day who are just as unsympathetic to little chil-
dren—you remember how the Master forbade them, and took those little ones
into His arms, and laid His hands upon them, and blessed them. We all re-
member those great words of the Master: “Take heed that ye despise not one
of these little ones; for I say unto you, That in heaven their angels do al-
ways behold the face of my Father which is in heaven.” We remember how
the Master said, “Suffer little children to come unto me, and forbid them not:
for of such is the kingdom of heaven.”

It 18 a fair inference, too, from the gospel narratives, that our Lord re-
‘garded the greatest wrong ever done among men, the wrong that was com-
mitted to a child. Christ was simply appalled when He confessed that there
were grown men and women who could be stumbling blocks in the moral and
"spiritual life of a child, who would try even to lead a child to moral and
spiritual ruin. You remember how His anger was kindled when He found there
were people doing that kind of thing; and He declared it were better for such
people if a millstone were hanged about thelr neck, and they be cast into the
sea, than that they should offend one of these little ones. ) .

And that kind of thing is going on to-day. I remember a little while ago
the Master of the Manchester Grammar School asked the very pertinent ques-
tlon as to how it is in spite of all that the churches and schools are doing for
boys and girls to-day, yet the general state of affairs is very little improved;
and he simply appealed to the fact that in factories and offices young lads and
girls fresh from school encountered men and women in middle life who encour
aged them to go wrong in three directions fatal to youth, and fatal to society.
"And he defined the three directions as these—they all begin with “B”—booz-
ing, betting, and beastliness. And I want you to realize that the problem
Christ faced is the problem that we face to-day; and when that problem aroused
the anger of Christ, it should arouse the anger of Christian people to-day.
And then need I remind you that in His post-resurrection talk with Peter, our
Lord, after assuring Himself of the love of this erring apostle of His, gave
him three charges: the first was, “Feed my lambs”; the other two were both

_ couched in the same terms, “Feed my sheep.” Now let us remember that the
first charge was, “Feed my lambs.” I am afraid many churches have re-
versed the order. Christ put the lambs first, and the sheep second: the
churches of to-day often put the sheep first and the lambs second. There
are lots of members in our churches to-day who want all the best for them-
selves, and the children can have anything. When we continue the'ﬁgure .
that our Lord used, one might almost say that there are great fat sheep that .
want all the green pastures for themselves, and leave the scrubby land for
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the little lambs. Let us remember that Jesus said, “Feed my lambs.” And
that is one of the first duties of the Christian church.

Now, what inference can we draw from the plain teaching of Jesus Christ?
-Surely this: the church that is faithful to her Master will regard it as one of
the first charges mpon her financial resources, upon her time, her thought, her
love, her prayer, her energy; and one of the first concerns of the church of
Jesus Christ and all the workers of the Kingdom of God, is to care for the moral
and spiritnal culture of the children, and growing boys and girls. And I believe
the true disciple of Jesus Christ always shares Christ’s passionate love of youth,
and Christ’s burning desire for the all-round welfare of youth. In fact, it seems
" to me that those great words, “Fieed my lambs,” are the words which the Spirit
to-day saith to the churches. . '

Wiell now, what is the position that faces us? We see the attitude of
Christ on the matter. What is the present state of affairs? Again, of course,
I must ask you to remember that I do not know much of Canadian conditions:
I am speaking myself of conditione in England, although I have been told that
they apply pretty generally everywhere. I venture to say the churches have few
more serious problems confronting her to-day than the problem of the drift of
youth from the Christian church, and the drift increases in volume year by year.
There are two things which I think we all need to know: in the first place there
is a good deal of evidence that eighty per cent. of our boys and girle in the
Sunday Schools are lost to the church some time during the period of adoles-
cence, and simply drift away into irreligion ‘and secularity. That is an awfully
tragic thing. It i® no exaggeration to say that ninety per cent. of our church
members are led to Christ through the influence of the Sunday School. Instead
of thinking of the fact that the young people are trickling by two's and three’s
into the chureh we have rather to concentrate our thought on the fact that in
one great flood youth is drifting away from the church by the score. That is
a very serious affair. Dr. Shakespeare called the attention of English Baptists
to it some years ago when he said that in his judgment the Baptiet Church in
England was simply bleeding to death because it was losing its boys and girls.
Surely that is a distinct challenge to the Christian chureh.

And then the other fact that we have to remember is this: one of the most
startling revelations or discoveries of the war, so far as religious problems afe
concerned, was the fact that thousands and thousands of soldiers in the British
armies in France and Flanders who were utterly irreligious, had been through
the Sunday Schoole of England without gleaning even-the most elementary
notion concerning the essence of Christianity. To my m!nd that 1s again an
appalling state of affairs.

Well then, what are the causes of thig drift? I think it is only fair to
admit that one cause is to be found in the general condition of our modern
civilization. The church finds herself to-day in a world where there are many
counter attractions to her ministry. Her appeal is only one of the many
appeals that find their way to the heart and mind of youth. The paraphernalia
has' grown in recent years, and growse enoa’mously,—thestres, amusements,
picture houses, wireless, dances, and countless other things are bidding for
the patronage of youth. And amidst this Babel of contentious voices, I am
afraid it often happens that the voice of the church is altogether drowned
where our modern youth is concerned.. But while all that is true, I am afraid
the church herself is partly to blame for the drift of youth from her midst. The
churches in the past, or a great many of them, have been too much concerned
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with adults: her most lavish expenditure has been upon adults; the best
buildings have always been for adults; ministerial training, for the most part,
aims at fitting men for dealing with adults; and there are many ministers
who concantrate all their time and strength upon adults.

" In fact, I know ministers who are altogether incapable of dealing with
children and growing boys and girls, and who imagine that that is a sign of
intellectual superiority. It seems to me it is a sign of their utter inaptitude.
For surely if Christ was so careful in dealing with children and boys and
girls, it should be the ambitlon of every Christian minister to gain some power
over the hearts of youth, There are many ministers to-day who seem to have
no messaga for youth; they are not interested in youth. For obvious reasons
I don’t propose to mention names, but I know one or two very distinguished
preachers in England who can only get hold of people in middle life. You can °
find their churches crowded, but not a young man or woman anywhers. Now
I should be sorry to exercise a ministry that could not hold and grip youth. I
ke to think of what Thomas Phillips said—I mean Thomas Phillips of the
Bloomsbury Central Church, London. He told a2 body of ministers some time
ago that they wers addressing their sermons all too much to the deacons. I
believe that is true. Don't forget the lads in your congregation, the youths and
young men. If you are only appealing to the deacons you are failing in your
work. I like to remember how Martin Luther, when he saw young men and
maidens in his congregation, forgot all about the grown-up folks, and poured
out his heart to them. .

Oh yes, I think anybody who lives near to Jesus Christ will have a warm.
place in his heart for youth; and I am afraid, brethren, we have been altogether
too apt to concentrate too much on preaching to the neglect of teaching. It is
notorious that preaching often enough fails to inspire Christian men and women
with the idea of service. I know two great churches on the other side of the Atlan-
tic where there was great preaching, in one church for forty years and in the other
for thirty years, and yet both of these churches are almost bankrupt for spiritual
leaders among boys and girls, and young men and women, in spite of the great
preaching they had been listening to. I think there is something wrong there;
.and the result has been in many of our churches through lack of workers, our
Sunday School work has been badly done. And I think it should be mentioned
here that the women ars more faithful on the whole than men. There is a far
larger proportion of women who are interested in the spiritual welfare of girls
than there are men who are interssted in the spiritual welfare of boys; and
I say, Shame on the men, and honor to the women. In my fifteen years of
ministry I have never found any difficulty to get consecrated women to look
after girls; but I have been constantly in difficulty in getting men to look after
the boys and youths. Perhaps you are better off in Canada,—I hope you.are.

Well again, I think there is a tendency to exalt talking above working.
~What I mean is this: I think the platform orator is more esteemed by the
churches than the quiet teacher. Now, you know, I am beginning to believe
less and less in tha value of mere platform oratory, and I am beginning to
believe more and more in the quiet influence of Christian teaching exercised
among lads and girle year after year. Let me give you an illustration of what
I mean. A little while ago we ‘had a great meeting in Birmingham and one
of the speakers delivered a great oration against modern paganism. The
oration was received with enthusiasm, and the speaker sat down in a thunder
of applause. And I asked myself at the time, What good has been done? The
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pagans are not hers; they are all Christian people here. It secemed to me at
the time that the humble Christian man or woman, devoting himself or herself
quietly through the years, to try and bring a group of lads or girls into living
. fellowship with Jesus Christ, is doing far more to fight against modern paganism
than the man who fulminates against paganism to a Christian audience. There
is no doubt the quiet preacher is doing more real work than the mere platform
orator. :

Think, too, of the fine temperance orations that are delivered to teetotal-
ers! (Go to the Baptist Union meetings in London in the Spring, and you will
find one of the largest halls in the city is chartered for a great demonstration.
They get some of the leading orators of the land on the platform, and one after
another off they go. But remember they are all teetotalers! They cheer to the
echo, and they think they have fought a great fight for the temperance cause;
and they have done nothing at all.

I will tell you who has done something, and that is the men and women who
are instilling in lads and girls a great prejudice against alcohol, and exhorting
them to remember that their bodies are temples of the Holy Ghost, and inspir-
ing them, by the grace of God, to keep their bodies in temperance and chastity
-——they are doing something. Thus, I say, we want not mere platform talkers,
we want workers; we want people who love Jesus Christ with all their heart,

<and mind, and soul, and strength, and who love young people with His passion,
and for His sake; and who are therefore prepared to lavish upon the spiritual
training and education of the young their time, their prayer, their money, their
strength—their all. And thank God there are such people in the churches; but
we want more.

And then again, brethren, I venture to say the church’s policy has been
wrong. And what I am going to say now is easily capable of misinterpretation;
and misinterpretation is a favorite weapon of the religious controversialist.
The aim of every Christian church that knows its business where young people
are concerned is what? Their conversion. It that not so? Their spiritual birth.
That is the aim. Now I know- what some people say: they say that a spiritual
education dispenses with conversion, with the second birth. That is utter drivel.
It does nothing of the kind. Spiritual education, as I understand it, is simply
one of the ways of getting there; and it is a better way than the old way. You
say, What do you mean? Well, I will tell you what I mean. In the past, the
church, often enough, instead of concentrating on the spiritual care and culture
of the young in the hope and prayer that, shall we say, quite naturally some
day their spiritual awakening shoul@ come, and .they should appreciate the
beauty and the glory of Christ, and give themselves to Him in the act of per-
sonal surrender—instead of doing that kind of thing the church has too often
let the young people drift, and then by spasmodic effort—by expensive missions
held once a year—it has tried to bring them back again by forcing them
through all the throes of a psychic revolutlon. Now, that s a wrong method.
There is no need for a lad to go to the devil before he comes to Christ. I don’t
belleve that. And this error In policy, I think, has been due almost entirely to
a false view of juvenile human nature. Well, I wonder what then about human
nature where children are concerned? You know some people think children
are little angels, quite perfect; some others think they are little devils, alto-
gether wrong. They are neither one nor the other: they are just a mixture of
the two. You don't need theology to teach you that—you just need a child.
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I have got one and I know! I have seen it all:-I have seen the good side and
the bad side in my own child. .-

Well now, the trouble is this, that so many people in ‘our churches have'a
poor opinion of children, and others have a great opinion of children, a great
opinion of their possibilities. Some people think children are inherently and
incurably irreligious. I-have heard some people say boys have no religion in
them. Boys are very silent; but oh, there is a lot of religious feeling in a boy.
We asked some boys in England to tell us what their favorite hymns were. We
thought we would get, “Onward, Christian Soldiers” and “Fight the Good
Fight”; but we did not get that answer. We found that, in the main, the boys
liked hymns like this, “I heard the Voice of Jesus say”. That was a favorite
hymn among the boys. There is a lot of religious feeling in boys; and it is
a libel upon children to suggest that children are, by nature, utterly irreligious.

I will tell yoil what I believe, and you can disagree with me whenever you
like. I am here to say what I think, and I am not going to trim my sailg for
anybody. I believe that God made you and me and everybody capable of
spiritual life. I believe that we are so made by our heavenly Father that the
spiritual instinct is an inalienable part of our nature, that it is part and parcel
of our constitution. I believe that there never has been a greater word outside
the Bible ever uttered than this old word of Augustine’s: “Thou hast created
us for Thyself; and our hearts are restless until they rest in Thee.” One of
the most pathetic things you will find if you only look into the hearts of people
outside the churches, is that utter restlessness. They don't know what is the
matter, a lot of them. What they want is God, and Jesus Christ Whom He has
sent; but they have not found Him. And it is only that that can put them
right. I believe it is human to be religious. I believe it is sub-human, in
some way abnormal, not to be religious. 1 believe that just as it is natural for
a plant to turn toward the light, or the mariner’s compass to point to the north,
or a new-born babe to suck nourishment from its mother’s breast—so | believe
it is, in the best sense of the term, natural for the spirit of man to seek illumina-
tion and strength and inspiration from the Spirit of God. 1 belleve It is very
important nowadays to emphasize the fact that religion is really and truly per-
fectly natural; and that Jesus Christ Himself said that when a man really
comes to himself and realizes all he needs, and the powers and possibilities of
his nature—what does he do? He says with the prodigal son, “l will arise
and go to my father.”

Well now, that is important where the religious education of the child is
concerned. When you and ! give children religious training and education,
when we take the baby hands and put them together and teach the child to
pray, we are not endeavouring to graft some alien growth into the nature, or
force anything artificial upon child life: we are simply and solely helping the
child to recognize the best and highest -and noblest possibilities of its own
nature; and we are seeking to initiate the child into the mystery of God. .It
is a great thing to think like that about children. Remember that the church
has a sublime opportunity in the youth that surrounds her. It is for her to
supply the best possible teachers,” and to try to adopt the best possible me-
thods; and to fail to do these things is, in my judgment, a crime against the
child; it is high treason to the Christian church, and® to the cause of the
Kingdom of God on earth, and the base betrayal of the cause of Jesus Christ.

But remember—and I must hurry on—remember that important as reli-
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glous training and education are, they cannot do everything. 'Bt;t let us re-
member that that Is no argument against religious training and education. We
have to sow the seed, we have to plant, and we have to water but it is only
God Who can give the increase. But we must sow the seed with lavish hand,
and water it assiduously. It is the business of the church fo see that its Sun-
day School organizations are efficient. The methods adopted must be suited
to the steps of child life: little children must be encouraged to pray and wor-
ship as little children, and growing boys and girls must be encouraged to pray-
and worship as growing boys and girls. And I venture to say out of my own
experience that the foundation of all efficlent Sunday School work is the
weekly teachers’ conference, where you get live, keen, devoted, teachers
spending an hour and a half or two hours in child study, in nature study, and,
chiefest of all, in Bible study—the Old Testament and the New. And don’t
you believe that canard that I don’t believe in the Old Testament. If only my
Coventry people were here they would laugh the idea to scorn, because they
know me. .

Yes, we want that weekly teachers’ conference. That is essential to the
success of the Sunday School. And I would say, See to it that Sunday School
work is supplemented by week-day activities, The churches across the At-
lantic that are the most successful are the churches that have adopted such
organizations as the Girls’ Life Brigade, the Boy Scout Movement, and the Girl
Guide Movement. Now, I know that you have movements of your own, but
may I just give you a leaf out of my own experience? Four years ago I found
that I was failing almost altogether to grip certain of the youths in my con-
gregation. We formed them into a Scout Group, and I became the Scout
Master, I was theif minister, and their teacher, but through scouting I be-
came also their closest friend. I aroused their interest in the wonders of
nature, I kindled a love of life in the open air, We learned ambulance work,
signalling, and so on. I took them into a camp every year; I joined with them
in their games; I went swimming with them in the sea; I jolned with them
in their singing around the camp fire at night. And let me say that never
to my dying day shall I forget the way in which those lads joined In evening
prayers around the camp fire. It did my heart good. But what was the
result of it all? I established close personal friendship. And what was the
result of that? All those lads began to listen to me on Sunday evening as
they had never listened before; and as a result fwenty-five of those lads dur-
ing the last four years or so, have professed their faith in Christ and passed
through the waters of baptism. And when I left England a few days ago the
thing that touched me most deeply was to receive letters from a lot of those
lads, letters that I can scarcely read now without moist eyes; because those
lads, many of them now just twenty or twenty-one, testified one after another
how it was through scouting, one way or another, they had been led to find
Jesus Christ, and the Christ life. The difficulty of the times, I am afraid, is just
to establish a point of contact. '

And then may I say one other thing? So far as church organization is
concerned, it seems to me before we receive young people into our church
fellowship they should be compelled to attend a church preparation class con-
ducted by the minister himself. Before we allow our young people to pass
through the waters of baptism and join our churches, they should be rooted
and grounded in the principles of Evangelical Christianity; and this work
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should be done by the minister. For years now I have done that, and I per-
suaded my church in Coventry to make it compulsory, so that no young person
could be passed as a candidate until he had had a satisfactory attendance at
my church preparation class.

. Well, as T was saying, important as rellgious education is, it is only a
help, it only points the way. Let me remind you of those great words of the
Apostle Paul. “For I make known to you, brethren, as touching the gospel
which was preached by me, that it is not after man. For neither did I receive
it froni man, nor was I taught it, but it came to me through revelation of Jesus
Christ.” Brethren, that experience is the same, more or less, for every one of
us. After all real conversion, really and truly to find Christ, comes about only
by an act of God in the soul, as the Apostle Paul teaches. I remember once
meeting a day school teacher in Europe. He told me that hé taught English,
and French, and religion. The expression struck me at the time as very
curious, for if there is one subject in the world that you cannot teach it Is
religion. You can give religious guidance, religious instruction, but you can-
not teach .reli'gion. Vital religion in something unteachable; it is something
u_ttérly incommunicable from man to man. As Dean Inge says, “Religion can
be caught, but it cannot be taught.” Our sermons at the very best are but
crutches to help-people on their spiritual way; lessons which have been toiled
over, prayed over, wept over, can only be guide-posts pointing out to young
people the right way. Personal religion can be aroused in the soul only as
the soul is made to feel the appeal of Jesus Christ, of the Spirit of Jesis
Christ; apd that is an act of God in the soul. And that appeal must not only
be felt, it must be responded to, that is the act of personal surrender. It is
the coalescence of God's appeal and man’s act of surrender that makes man
vitally religious. Religious education, remember, reaches its end, its aim, its
climax, and crown, only when through the Spirit of God the young people vol-
untarily and freely surrender their whole hearts and lives to Jesus Christ.
And to play some part in that great task is surely the greatest privilege and
supre'mest joy that any Christian man or woman can ever know,

'THE EDITOR’S COMMENTS ON MR.
MARSHALL’S SERMON

" On page 6 Mr. Marshall says, “What I am going to say now is easily
capable of misinterpretation, and misinterpretation is a favorite weapon of
the religious controversialist. ” We have printed a stenographic report of what
Mr. Marshall said in order that our readers may interpret it for themselves.
At the same time, we venture this observation: It ought to be possible for a
trained teacher—and Mr. Marshall’s emphasis on the importance and effec-
tiveness of teaching surely implies a claim to some ability in that direction,
as does also his acceptance of a position on the teaching stafft of a uni’
verslty—-xt ought to be possible for such an one to speak with ‘such plain-
ness as to make misinterpretation almost an impossibility.

On page 6 Mr, Marshall says, “The aim of every Christian church
that knows its business where young people are concerned is what? Their
conversion. Is that not so? Their spiritual birth. That is the aim.” This
surely is perﬁectly true. But let us see whether Mr. Marshall explains what
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he means by a spiritual birth. He complains on page 6 that the church has
failed to do one thing, and has done something else. This is what it ought to
have done: *“Concentrate on the spiritual care and culture of the young in
the hope and prayer that, shall we say, quite naturally some day their spiritual
awakening should come, and they should appreciate the beauty and the glory
of Christ, and give themselves to Him in the act of personal surrender.” We
ask our readers whether that spiritual awakening which we speak of as the
rew birth ever comes ‘“quite naturally”? We have greatly mistaken the mean-
ing of the third chapter of Johm if it be correct to interpret the new birth as
coming “quite naturally,”—“That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that
which is born of the Spirit is Spirit.”

Again on the same page Mr. Marshall describes the church's “wrong
method” by saying: “Instead of doing that kind of thing the church has too
often let the young people drift, and then by spasmodic effort—by expensive
missions held once a year—it has tried to bring them back again by forcing
them through all the throes of a psychic revolution.” Surely Mr. Marshall is
referring to evangelistic effort. This was the method of Wesley, and of Whit-
field, and of Finney, and of Spurgeon, and of Moody, and of many others.
Were such conversions as these great evangelistic efforts produced nothing
more than “psychic revolutions”? Are such wonders of grace as those great
movements witnessed to be psychologically explained? This is Modernism in
full flower. Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick could scarcely have surpassed it.

Once again: Mr. Marshall tells us (page 6), “This error in policy, I think,

has been due almost entirely to a false view of juvenile human nature.” We
would not misinterpret Mr. Marshall, but why the adjective? In what respect
does “juvenile human nature” differ from adult human nature, except in de-
velopment? When the Scripture says, “The carnal mind is enmity against
God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be”, does that
apply to “juvenile” human nature? and if not, will Mr. Marshall teil us at what
age the mind of “juvenile” human nature becomes “carnal” and “enmity against
God"? . ] :
There is no doubt that such evangelism as Mr. Marshall describes as the
“wrong method” is based upon a certain “view” of “human nature,” both
juvenile and adult. Such evangelism is based on the conviction that that
which is born of the flesh _is flesh, no matter how young. or how old it is.
Whether such a view of human nature be a “false” view, let the Scriptures
answer: “For we have before proved both Jews and Gentiles, that they are all
under sin; ag it is written, There is none righteous, no, not one: there is none
that understandeth, there is none that seeketh after God. They are all gone
out of the way, they are together become unprofitable; there is none that
doeth good, no, not one”; “And you hath he quickened, who were dead in
trespasses and sins; wherein in time past ye walked according to the course
of this world, according to the prince of the power of the ‘air, the spirit that
now worketh in the children of disobedience: among whom also we all had
our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires
of the.flesh and of the mind; and were by nature the childrén of wrath, even
as others.”

‘We ask our readers now to turn back to page 6 and read the lines printed
in bold type. Here Mr. Marshall says: “I believe that we are so made by our
heavenly Father that the spiritual instinct is an inalienable part of our nature,
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that it'is part and parcel of our conmstitution.” The Scripture says: “For I
know that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good thing.” ‘“And you hath
he quickened, who were dead In trespasses and sins”; “Having the .under-
standing darkened, being alienated from the life of God through the ignorance
that is in them, because of the blindness of their heart.”

Again: Mr. Marshall refers (page 7) to the plant turning toward the light
as being “natural”. That is, we suppose, it obeys the law of its own nature. He
refers to the mariner’s compass pointing to the north,—this, as everyone knows,
is the result of a magnetic affinity between the two. His other illustration is of
a new-born babe seeking nourishment, at its mother’s breast. This, too, as every-
one will recognize, is the result of obedience to the law of its own nature. Then
he adds: “So, I believe, it is, in the best sense of the term, natural for the
spirit of man to seek illumination and strength and inspiration from the Spirit
of God. I believe. it is very important nowadays to emphasize the fact that re-

ligion is really and truly perfectly natural” etc. Let us see how far this agrees .

with the teaching of Scripture: “But the natural man receiveth not the things
of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know
them, because they are spiritually discerned”; “No man can come to me, ex-
cept the Father which hath sent me draw him: and I will raise him up at the
last day. It is written in the prophets, And they shall be all taught of God.
Every man therefore that hath heard, and hath learned of the Father, cometh
unto me”; “They which are the children of the flesh, these are not the children
of God.”

In conclusion we ask our readers to consider whether this address is not
characterized by some serious omissions. Again, we would guard against all
possibility of misinterpretation. We are aware that a speaker cannot say
everything in one address, and that there is danger of doing one an in-
justice by judging his silences. But there are some things which are ele-
mental. One cannot writel the simplest letter and ignore the alphabet, nor
make the simplest calculation and ignore the multiplication table. Thus the
fact of sin and redemption through the blood are elemental in every true
Christian experience. One finds it difficult to understand how one can dis-
cuss conversion, the new birth, the means or process of bringing a soul into
right relation to God, without ever mentioning the fact of sin, or even
remotely alluding to the death of Christ.

Mr. Marshall’s address undertakes to define the function of religious, or
spiritual education, and says it is one of the ways by which a second birth
is effected; but not once does he speak of sin, or repentance, or faith. Paul
summarized the gospel thus: “I declare unto you the gospel which I preached
unto you, which also ye received, and wherein ye stand, by which also ye are
saved, if ye keep in memory what I preached unto you, unless ye have
believed in vain. For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received.
how that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures; and that he
was buried, and that he rose again the third day aceording to the Scriptures.”

Let the Convention judge whether it wants a generation of Dbreachers
trained by such teaching as Mr. Marshall’s address contains. In our judgment
no sort of education, no kind of new birth squares with the teaching of
Scripture which is based upon any other conception of sin than that it 1is
such a deadly plague that nothing but the blood of Jesus Christ God’s Son
can eleanse the soul of its virus, and that it is such an heinous offense against
God, that nothing but the death of the Incarnate God can explate its guilt.
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