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VOLUME 7, NUMBER 4 FALL 2015

OUR COMPLETE RELIANCE ON

E
Prince
of

ith terrorism, mass shootings, millions of refugees displaced by
war, evil governments in possession of nuclear weapons and
powerful leaders invading and seizing weaker nations, “peace-
ful” is not an adjective one could possibly use to describe the
world we live in.

We as Christians know that the common denominator in all of these things
is the terrible wickedness — the total depravity — of man. The Bible tells us
that “all have sinned and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).
Since the fall of Adam, the world has been filled with manifestations of these
tragic things we are seeing in our own day.

But, in the midst of this, the prophet Isaiah tells us that a son would be
born — the Messiah — who would be called “Wonderful, Counsellor, the
Mighty God, the Everlasting Father....” Concluding this list of names would
be “THE PRINCE OF PEACE” (Isaiah 9:6)!

Even Christ’s disciples envisioned that He would overthrow the oppression
of Rome under which they were then suffering. Yet, Jesus’ mission was infinitely
more important than
this. In Colossians 1,
Paul writes concern-
ing Christ: “In whom

»

. and his name shall be called ...
the Prince of Peace” (Isaiah 9:6).

we have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins ...
(Colossians 1:14). Then, Paul relates to us the true mission of the Prince of
Peace: “And, having made peace through the blood of his cross” (verse 20)!
Paul elsewhere tells us the result of Christ’s sacrifice: “Therefore being justified
by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ” (Romans
5:1). What a glorious promise to the child of God!

When Christ left the earth, He told His disciples: “Peace I leave with you,
my peace I give unto you: not as the world giveth, give I unto you. Let not your
heart be troubled, neither let it be afraid” (John 14:27). As we enter 2016, may
our hearts rejoice that we have been bought with the precious blood of the
Prince of Peace. May we rest completely in Christ as we seek to live for Him
in the midst of our fallen world. .

“Precious in the sight
the Lord is the zeat/

. . b
0/ his saints. T

he year 2015 saw the homegoing
of a number of God’s dear saints.
We would like to mention just a
few. They were a blessing to all of
us and they will be greatly missed.

Dr. K.C. Quek: January 3, 2015. Dr. Quek
was the longtime general sec- L 1L
retary of the International
Council of Christian Churches
(ICCC) and a founding father of
the Bible-Presbyterian Church-
es of Singapore. He was the
editor of the Far Eastern Beacon, which
promoted the work of the ICCC. His ac-
complishments were many in his local and
international service to Christ, as well as in
the Singapore government and in founding
a number of benevolent works.

Dr. W||||am LeRoy: March 22, 2015. Dr.
W LeRoy was a longtime mission-
ary to Brazil under The Inde-
pendent Board for Presbyterian
Foreign Missions. Upon return-
ing from the field he became the

; general secretary of the Board
and served as its President from 2005-2009.
His great experience and godly counsel were
a real blessing to the Lord’s work in general
and the work of missions around the world.
He was a member of Faith Presbytery, Bible
Presbyterian Church.
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A QUEST FOR HISTORICAL ACCURACY

THE DIVISION OF 1937

Between the Orthodox Presbyterian Church and the Bible Presbyterian Church

PART 7

“Modern Dispensationalism”

It is important to have read Parts
1 through 6 of this series, which have
been published in successive issues
since the winter 2014 issue of Re-
deeming the Time. They serve as the
general background for understand-
ing this segment and those to come.
These may be found on our website
(www.rttpublications.org), or we would
be glad to mail copies to you. Within
a few years of its founding, the Pres-
byterian Church of America changed
its name to the Orthodox Presbyte-
rian Church. Therefore, you will see
these names used interchangeably in
these articles.

hroughout the 19th and ear-

ly 20th centuries, a move-

ment arose which eventually

came to be known as “Dis-
pensationalism.” It had many pro-
ponents within both the Northern
and Southern Presbyterian Church-
es. In a historical study, such as this,
it is difficult to give a definition
which would accurately cover all
facets of this system or thoroughly
evaluate its tenets. Further, the be-
liefs of those labeled “Dispensation-
alists” varied widely.

Bible Presbyterian founder H. Mc-
Allister Griffiths wrote: “Now when
one uses terms in discussion, it is a
splendid idea to define them. But I
never yet have read or heard an ex-
act definition of ‘modern dispensa-
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tionalism.” It is an inclusive term
which, like ‘modern art’ or ‘modern
politics’ might cover a host of diverse
and even contradictory things....”!

In like manner, Professor Allan
A. MacRae once responded to a read-
er’s inquiry by stating: “It has been
my observation that if ten people
were asked to give a clear definition
[of Dispensationalism] ... at least
seven different answers would be
given.”?

"We [premillennialists],
for | held such a belief,
insisted that any
dispensationalism which
denied the unity of
the covenant of grace
was indeed an
anti-Reformed heresy...."”

Carl Mclntire

in the Christian Beacon

Perhaps the best-known publica-
tion generally representing what be-
came known as the Dispensational
system is the Scofield Reference Bi-
ble, first published in 1909, by Ox-
ford University Press, with a revised
edition being issued in 1917. With
notes by Cyrus Ingerson Scofield, it
was wildly successful and was con-
sidered a valued tool by many in Bi-

ble-believing churches. One reason
for this is that it is arguably the first
time a commentary had been written
on this scale right next to the text of
Scripture, allowing Christians to read
the notes right on the same page with
the verses being discussed. Of course,
there were other occasions through-
out church history, on a more limited
scale, such as scribal notes in the
margins of some ancient Bible manu-
scripts. The Geneva Bible, which was
brought to the New World by our
Pilgrim fathers, also contained many
notes, introductions and cross-refer-
ences.

Another reason for the success of
the Scofield Bible was that it upheld
the major doctrines of Scripture. Even
Loraine Boettner, a Reformed writer
who was Postmillennial and a strong
critic of the Scofield Bible, nonethe-
less wrote: “The virtue of the Sco-
field Bible is that it sets forth an
evangelical theology. The primary
doctrines of the Christian faith, such
as the full inspiration and authority
of the Scriptures, the Trinity, the De-
ity of Christ, the atonement, justifi-
cation by faith, the resurrection of
the body, final judgment, heaven and
hell, are set forth clearly and without
any compromise with Modernism.”3

In the introduction of this Bible,
Scofield defined Dispensationalism
as: “a period of time during which
man is tested in respect of obedience
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to some specific revelation of the will
of God.” Scofield proceeded to lay
out seven distinct dispensations which
he observed in the Scriptures. Some
Reformed theologians believed, among
other things, that he presented a dis-
jointed view of Scripture which saw
men before the death and resurrec-
tion of Christ on the cross being
saved by obedience to the law rather
than saved by grace. Other Reformed
leaders, while quick to point out a
number of contradictions and state-
ments with which they could not
concur, and disagreeing with some of
Scofield’s teaching relating to law
and grace, nonetheless pointed to the
fact that the introduction to the Sco-
field Bible stated clearly that “From
beginning to end the Bible testifies to
one redemption. From beginning to
end the Bible has one great theme —
the person and work of the Christ.”
With the fight against Modern-
ism, Dr. J. Gresham Machen worked
closely with a number of Dispensa-
tionalists who were strong defenders
of God and His Word. Westminster
Professor Paul Woolley wrote: “Be-
cause they accepted the authority of
the Bible, Machen cooperated with
these dispensationalists. But their
roots and their emphases were very
different from Machen’....”* It is
also reported that the venerable
Robert Dick Wilson, one of the
founding faculty members of West-
minster Theological Seminary, had
taught with Dispensationalists at the
Grove City Bible Conference.’

The Sudden Attack on
"Modern Dispensationalism”

On the evening of October 8,
19335, the Presbyterian Constitution-
al Covenant Union (out of which
was born the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church and eventually the Bible
Presbyterian Church) held its first
mass rally in the large auditorium of
the Central North Broad Street Pres-
byterian Church in Philadelphia.®
Over 1,000 gathered to stand for the
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Word of God against the inroads of
Modernism.

Dr. Machen had the concluding
message that evening, with James
1:22 as his text: “But be ye doers of
the word, and not hearers only....”
Starting the evening had been a pow-
erful message by Dr. Charles G.
Trumbull, editor of the Sunday
School Times. Thomas R. Birch, the
managing editor of the Presbyterian
Guardian, spoke glowingly of the
speeches given by both men.” Else-
where in the same issue one attendee
was quoted as saying: “Rarely have I
seen an audience so breathless in its
attention, so deeply moved. In both
of the speeches was an evident pas-
sion for souls and love for Christ so
sincere and all consuming that at
times it transcended mere human el-
oquence.”$

But the coming new year was
about to bring many rapid changes,
and it is doubtful that just a few
months later some of these men
would have even considered inviting
Dr. Trumbull to speak at such an
event. Trumbull, after all, was the bi-
ographer of C.I. Scofield and was a
champion of Scofield’s notes, with its
dispensational framework.

January 1936 saw the publication
of an article in The Evangelical Quar-
terly entitled “Modern Dispensation-
alism and the Doctrine of the Unity of
Scripture.” It was written by West-
minster Professor Oswald T. Allis.

About the same time as his arti-
cle appeared, Allis left Westminster
Seminary because of his continued
allegiance to the PCUSA. At a Semi-
nary board meeting in January 1936,
Machen had relied to no small de-
gree on some who would later be-
come Bible Presbyterians to “save”
the Seminary from those who were
determined to stay in the PCUSA,
despite its apostasy.

Despite this fundamental dis-
agreement, Allis was considered a
preeminent Bible scholar, and this
article immediately caught the atten-
tion of many in the Presbyterian

Constitutional Covenant Union. Per-
haps more than any other thing, it
brought the subject to the fore-
ground.

Some historians have quite inac-
curately stated that this opened the
fault line between those starting the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church who
held strongly to Reformed, Cove-
nant Theology and those who be-
lieved in so-called Dispensational-
ism. Such statements belie the facts
and are not at all a fair presentation
of the truth.

It appears that very little had
been discussed about Dispensation-
alism in the years prior to 1936. Pro-
fessor MacRae states: “... I do not
recall ever hearing the word Dispen-
sationalism as long as I was a stu-
dent in college or at Princeton Semi-
nary, nor do I recall ever hearing it
during my early years of teaching at
Westminster. Then I found that the
word had become a catch word for
infamy, and that certain members of
the faculty were constantly attacking
what they called Dispensationalism.
This was especially the case after we
had left the Presbyterian Church in
the U.S.A.”10

OPC Historian Charles Denni-
son seems to bear this out. He writes:
“According to Oswald T. Allis, Ma-
chen’s interaction with and response
to dispensationalism took place in
the last years of his life. It was as if
he were learning about it and its
dangers for the first time.”!!

Very shortly after the appear-
ance of Allis’ article, Westminster
Professors John Murray and R.B.
Kuiper also began zeroing in on at-
tacking “Modern Dispensational-
ism.” Shortly before the founding
General Assembly of the Presbyteri-
an Church of America (later OPC) in
1936, Professor Murray wrote about
“Modern Dispensationalism” in the
Presbyterian Guardian in his series
of articles entitled: “The Reformed
Faith and Modern Substitutes.”!?

Continued on page 4
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"MODERN
DISPENSATIONALISM"

Continued from page 3

Future Bible Presbyterian found-
er H. McAllister Griffiths, editor of
the Guardian at that time, wrote in
affirmation of Murray’s position:
“As we understand it, the dispensa-
tionalism against which Mr. Murray
will write is of a kind that denies the
fundamental unity of the covenant
of grace, which is an essential doc-
trine of the Reformed Faith.

“Mr. Murray has well expressed
this when, in the Presbyterian
Guardian for February 3rd [1936],
he identified the form of dispensa-
tionalism against which he will write
as that ‘which discovers in the sev-
eral dispensations of God’s redemp-
tive revelation distinct and even con-
trary principles of divine procedure
and thus destroys the unity of God’s
dealings with fallen mankind.’”!3

Indeed, the Westminster Confes-
sion of Faith, Chapter VII:2,3, states:
“The first covenant made with man
was a covenant of works, wherein
life was promised to Adam; and in
him to his posterity, upon condition
of perfect and personal obedience.

“Man, by his fall, having made
himself incapable of life by that cov-
enant, the Lord was pleased to make
a second, commonly called the cov-
enant of grace; wherein He freely of-
fers unto sinners life and salvation
by Jesus Christ; requiring of them
faith in Him, that they may be saved,
and promising to give unto all those
that are ordained unto eternal life
His Holy Spirit, to make them will-
ing, and able to believe.”

Charles Hodge describes this
covenant of grace: “It was not mere
faith or trust in God, or simple piety,
which was required, but faith in the
promised Redeemer, or faith in the
promise of redemption through the
Messiah.... The covenant of grace, or
plan of salvation, being the same in
all its elements from the beginning, it
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follows ... that the people of God be-
fore Christ constituted a Church,
and that the Church has been one
and the same under all dispensa-
tions. It has always had the same
promise, the same Redeemer, and the
same condition of membership,
namely, faith in the Son of God as
the Saviour of the world.”*

"A Catch Word for Infamy”

Much of Dr. Murray’s writing in
the Guardian was well founded, but
“Modern Dispensationalism” in-
creasingly became a “catch word for
infamy,” to quote Professor Mac-
Rae, with rumors spreading that this
man or that man was a dreaded Dis-
pensationalist. Sadly, it is the tenden-
cy of many to overstate the views of
their opponents, or attribute the
most unreasonable views of a few
with that of the mainstream. How
well we have seen when, for instance,
those holding to the Reformed faith
are dismissed as “fatalists,” when they
are not fatalists at all.

By the fall of 1936, things were
only escalating on this front. In Sep-
tember, Westminster Professor R.B.
Kuiper wrote in the Presbyterian
Guardian that the “dispensational-
ism of the Scofield Bible” was an
“anti-Reformed heresy.”" It should
be remembered that neither Murray
nor Kuiper was yet a member of the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, but
they were seeking to exert great in-
fluence on this new denomination.

Within a few days after the ap-
pearance of Kuiper’s article, Attor-
ney James E. Bennet, a Presbyterian
elder from New York who had suf-
fered greatly at the hands of the
PCUSA, wrote to Dr. Machen pro-
testing strongly Professor Kuiper’s
remarks. Machen and Bennet were
to carry on a correspondence through
the fall of 1936, differing sharply in
some details. Unlike Machen, Bennet
was fond of the Scofield Bible. But,
he was quick to say that “[it] is not
that I am holding Scofield’s notes as

sacred because I do not. In fact, I dis-
agree with him in some of his con-
clusions.... It is immaterial to me
what kind of a view Professor Kuip-
er takes of Dr. Scofield’s notes, be-
cause they are not inspired, neither
are they sacred....”1¢

Shortly thereafter, Carl Mclntire,
in a Christian Beacon editorial, like-
wise questioned Kuiper’s position as
being an attack on Premillennial-
ism'” (see discussion in the Winter
2014 issue of Redeeming the Time).
Many have used this one article by
Mclntire to paint him as a “Modern
Dispensationalist.” What was hap-
pening behind the scenes at West-
minster Seminary undoubtedly influ-
enced Mclntire’s article. Machen,
who was much in demand as a
speaker and writer, and with added
responsibilities as editor of the Pres-
byterian Guardian, was not as close
in touch with what was happening at
Westminster Seminary as some would
have liked. It was reported that there
was much criticism of even Machen
in his last years among those at the
Seminary.'® There was a growing
concern that he was not aware of
some of the teaching which drew an
incorrect link between some who
were Premillennial with Dispensa-
tionalism.

There is nothing to be found in
Mclntire’s editorial to suggest his
support for any of the objectionable
features being opposed. Dr. Machen
was not happy. He defended Kuiper,
saying that he was ONLY talking
about a dispensationalism contrary
to the teachings of Scripture, and
was not attacking Premillennialism
as such. It is of note that Machen’s
stated objection to Mclntire’s edito-
rial was that he felt Mclntire had
drawn faulty and unfair conclusions
about what Kuiper had written,
NOT that Mclntire was an advocate
of an unbiblical Dispensationalism.

But, Bennet and Mclntire were
not alone in how they viewed Kuip-
er’s article. The Presbytery of Cali-
fornia of the new Presbyterian Church
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of America (OPC) issued “Overture
No. 3 from the Presbytery of Cali-
fornia to the OPC October 12-14,
1936, Second General Assembly,” in
which they stated: “With all our
souls we are averse to any hyper-dis-
pensationalism which would pro-
claim salvation as possible in any age
apart from God’s redemptive work
wrought out on Calvary. We think it,
therefore, decidedly unfair to con-
fuse the issue and make every pre-
millennialist to be a hyper-dispensa-
tionalist.”* The editors of the
Guardian, to their credit, printed a
statement in which they sought to di-
vorce Kuiper’s words from the issue
of Premillennialism.?® The Presby-
tery acknowledged this, but was
quick to say that, if they had misun-
derstood, their assessment was de-
rived quite independently from Mc-
Intire’s comments in the Beacon.

Machen wrote to his good friend
J. Oliver Buswell, President of Whea-
ton College, lamenting what was
happening. Machen was encouraged
with Buswell’s reply. Concerning
Machen’s letters to Bennet about
Dispensationalism, Buswell stated
that he “did not see anything objec-
tionable in them.”?' Machen replied:
“It comforts me greatly to know that
you think my letters to Mr. Bennet,
rather hastily written though they
were, were not objectionable.”?? At
the same time, Buswell did not be-
lieve Machen was being fair to Carl
Mclntire.

Machen’s Position on “Modern
Dispensationalism” and the
Scofield Bible

As mentioned previously, it must
be remembered that in the early part
of the 20th century there were not
the plethora of “study Bibles” which
we see today. The Scofield Bible was
the only one available to multitudes
of evangelicals. Despite its weak-
nesses, quite a few in the evangelical
world felt that there were many good
things in the notes which could be

www.rttpublications.org

helpful to laymen, and that its incon-
sistencies and errors could be point-
ed out. Others felt that because of
what they viewed as errors, the
whole volume should be cast aside.
With the new spotlight on “Mod-
ern Dispensationalism,” Machen
viewed with alarm what he regarded
as an undue regard for Scofield’s
notes in some quarters. In a letter to

"l know that, though
certainly not Reformed, it
[Dispensationalism] is on
Christian ground, and |
rejoice very greatly in
that. The feeling that |
have when | listen to
Dispensationalist
preachers is that the real
fire of Christian faith is
there, though almost
choked out by mountains
of slag. Here and there the
flame bursts forth. There
is a true evangelical note.
My heart leaps for joy.”

J. Gresham Machen

in a letter to J. Oliver Buswell

Dr. Buswell, he stated: “... The Sco-
field notes have usurped practically
the place that rightly belongs only to
God’s Word. T know pastors who re-
gard it as a particular mark of piety
that they have Scofield Bibles, and
not just Bibles, in the pews of their
churches. I am bound to say that I
should think that kind of attitude to-
ward the Scofield Bible to be sinful
even if I thought the Scofield notes to
be the most orthodox notes that had
ever been written.... I do think that
the Bible without note or comment
ought to be restored to its former
place in the love and veneration of
the people. I do think also that in our
interpretation of the Bible we ought
to return from these elaborate
schemes and divisions to the grand

simplicity of that exhibition of God’s
dealings with men which is set forth
in the Reformed Faith.”?* Machen
closed by stating to Dr. Buswell: “I
just feel that in you I have a very
sympathetic correspondent.”

The very next day, Machen
wrote a point of clarification to Bus-
well: “... By my criticism of the Sco-
field Reference Bible, and by the ex-
pression of my view that the way in
which it is employed by a good many
people is unhealthy, I did not for one
moment mean to imply that the Sco-
field Bible ought to be made the sub-
ject of ecclesiastical action by our
General Assembly. Few things, it
seems to me, would be more im-
proper than that.... I really feel quite
confident that you already under-
stood me perfectly on this point, but
I just wanted to make perfectly
sure.”*

It is noteworthy that in subse-
quent correspondence between Ma-
chen and Buswell, the few disagree-
ments centered not on matters of
DOCTRINE, but rather on periph-
eral issues, and how Scofield’s words
should be understood. For instance,
Buswell indicated that he did not see
any essential difference between a
“study Bible” and a commentary,
many of which Dr. Machen greatly
valued, despite not agreeing with
them on every point. He also doubt-
ed that any Bible student would con-
fuse the notes with the actual Word
of God. He wrote: “I do not believe
there exists any reasonably intelli-
gent Scofieldite who has any confu-
sion in his mind on the difference
between fallible human comments
and the inspired Word of God.”?%

Machen stated his convictions
clearly, but like those who would be-
come Bible Presbyterians, he had lit-
tle interest in demonizing a “straw
man,” but rather looked at each
matter being discussed with the care-
ful Christian scholarship for which
he was known.

Continued on page 6
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Continued from page 5

Machen confirmed what was para-
phrased earlier in this article from
Dr. Allis. He wrote to Dr. Buswell
that “My present conviction that the
Scofield Bible is a terrible menace
has only recently been formed fully
in my mind. I have devoted most of
my life to the refutation of naturalis-
tic Modernism. The Scofield teach-
ing seemed to me to be a side issue.
So far as it was erroneous and so far
as I knew anything about it, it was
without scholarly representatives.
Moreover, though erroneous, it was
not so erroneous as to be opposed to
all Christianity, as indifferentism and
Modernism are. Therefore I just ne-
glected the refutation of it in the in-
terests of what seemed to be more
important pursuits....

“I know that, though certainly
not Reformed, it [Dispensationalism]
is on Christian ground, and I rejoice
very greatly in that. The feeling that I
have when I listen to Dispensational-
ist preachers is that the real fire of
Christian faith is there, though al-
most choked out by mountains of
slag. Here and there the flame bursts
forth. There is a true evangelical
note. My heart leaps for joy.”?¢

When writing to James E. Ben-
net, he carefully stated: “... It is im-
portant that ‘Dispensationalism’ shall
be interpreted in the right way. There
is, of course, a sense in which every-
one who believes the Bible must hold
to dispensations in God’s dealings
with men, and the word ‘Dispensa-
tionalism” occurs in the Westminster
Confession of Faith. But there is also
a sense of the word ‘Dispensational-
ism’ in accordance in which it is in-
deed, as it seems to me, an error....
Unfortunately that sense of the word
‘Dispensationalism’ in accordance
with which ‘Dispensationalism’ is
contrary to the Bible has become in-
creasingly common in recent years.
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It has come to be almost the techni-
cal use of the word. Yet there are, of
course, a great many people who
would call themselves ‘Dispensation-
alists’ and yet do not really hold to
the serious errors which underlie
‘Dispensationalism’ taken in this
technical sense.”?’

Shortly thereafter, the editors of
the Guardian (including Machen)
wrote: “We do not mean, of course,
that everyone who uses the Scofield
Reference Bible is to be excluded or
deposed from the ministry or elder-
ship or diaconate of our Church or
other truly Reformed or Presbyteri-
an churches. It is quite possible that
many persons know and love the
Scofield Reference Bible without re-
ally agreeing with the false teaching
that is in it.... Of course we recog-
nize that many things in them are
true. We do not even deny that some
of the worst things in the notes are
actually contradicted by other pas-
sages that the notes themselves con-
tain. By a happy inconsistency Dr.
Scofield is prevented from drawing
fully the disastrous consequences of
his theory as to the history of God’s
dealings with men. We gladly recog-
nize all that.”?® Elsewhere, Machen
voiced his strong opposition to some
of Scofield’s teaching, but nonethe-
less wrote: “There is, of course, a
great deal that is good and true in
Scofield’s notes....”?

In the November 14, 1936, issue
of the Presbyterian Guardian an ar-
ticle was published by Dr. Buswell
entitled: “A Premillennialist’s View.”
It is quite interesting that Buswell
had sent a draft of his article to Ma-
chen, and the two of them corre-
sponded quite graciously about it,
with Machen offering suggestions,
many of which Buswell adopted.

When the article was published, a
note from the editors (including Ma-
chen) stated: “While some of the
opinions which are expressed in it,
including the general estimate of the
Scofield Bible, are not shared by us,
we rejoice in its defense of the Re-

formed Faith against many of the
teachings of Modern Dispensational-
ism.” With Machen not being fond of
ANY “study Bible,” it is understand-
able that Machen and Buswell would
be in disagreement on this. However,
what should not be lost in the discus-
sion is that Buswell was commended
for his “defense of the Reformed
Faith against many of the teachings
of Modern Dispensationalism.”30

In the last letter Buswell wrote to
Machen (which we have quoted of-
ten in this series of articles), he wrote
of “the method to be used in correct-
ing dispensational error”: “You are a
far more experienced and more ca-
pable Christian leader than I, but I
have had certain experiences with
devout people misguided by dispen-
sationalism, which I think you have
not had. I have found that such peo-
ple will generally listen to specific
arguments with definite references
but they are not convinced, and I
think could not be expected to be
convinced, by general phrases such
as ‘the dispensationalism of the Sco-
field Bible.”” Buswell, like a number
of others, sensed that some were be-
ginning to erect and attack a “straw
man,” and that by not acknowledg-
ing and dealing with certain things
Scofield stated which seemed to con-
tradict the attacks, the writings of
these men were causing “irritation
rather than to bring conviction.”3!

Earlier that fall Machen had
written to Attorney Bennet, defend-
ing Professor Kuiper, but nonetheless
closed his letter by expressing hope
that “you and I and the rest of the
brethren may still work together, de-
spite our differences of opinion re-
garding these matters, in these agen-
cies and in this Church.”’* Upon
Machen’s death, this spirit was soon
to vanish.

A Sharp Turn Following
Machen’s Death

The beginning of 1937 was to
see a much more aggressive attitude
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on the part of the editors of the Pres-
byterian Guardian, the professors of
Westminster Theological Seminary
and the leaders of the Orthodox Pres-
byterian Church. Open hostility be-
gan to be publicly displayed against
those who were to become Bible
Presbyterians. Only months follow-
ing Buswell’s election as moderator
of the Second General Assembly of
the OPC — at Machen’s behest —
and the publication in the Guardian
of his “A Premillennialist’s View,”
the Guardian published John Mur-
ray’s scathing attack entitled “Dr.
Buswell’s Premillennialism.”33 With
the removal of Dr. Machen’s re-
straining influence, it appeared to
many that the gloves were now off
and the Westminster group was out
to consolidate its power and to paint
any who did not agree with them in
every minor detail as not being “tru-
ly Reformed.”3*

Professor Allan A. MacRae, a
founding member of the Westmin-
ster Seminary faculty, began to see
the criticisms of Dispensationalism
changing from the careful analysis of
Machen to one better characterized
as blanket demonization. He stated:
“One time I was with a member of
the faculty [John Murray] and a law-
yer friend [Murray Forst Thompson]
and they were discussing The Inde-
pendent Board which they said was a
very bad board. They went through
the list of Board members, saying
‘this man is a premillennialist,” and
‘this man is a dispensationalist,” etc.
As far as I could see, knowing most
of these men fairly well, the differ-
ence was that if a person believed in
premillennialism but did not have
any great zeal for it, they called him
a premillennialist. But if he believed
in premillennialism and thought that
it was important enough to stand for
it even if one suffered loss by doing so
then they called him a dispensational-
ist. That, as far as I could see, was
their difference in these two terms.”3’

Elsewhere, Dr. MacRae wrote:
“... There has come to be a fairly

www.rttpublications.org

large group of people who think of
[this] term [Dispensationalism] as
describing some extreme viewpoint
that no well-trained expositor would
think of teaching.”3¢

By April 1937, just four months
after the passing of Machen, Profes-
sor MacRae saw no other option
than to resign from Westminster
Seminary. He wrote: “Despite the
time-honored use of the term ‘dis-
pensation’ throughout Christian his-
tory, a straw man has been erected
and called ‘Modern Dispensational-
ism.” To this straw man this group
attributes views which are emphati-
cally denied by most if not all of
those who call themselves ‘Dispensa-
tionalists.” Never have I met a man
who said that he held the unbiblical
views which are attacked. Yet the
impression is given that this is close-
ly related to Premillennialism and
that the attacked views are actually
held.”%”

MacRae elsewhere cautioned
Christians to be careful in their dis-
cussion of Dispensationalism. He
stated: “If a person doesn’t believe in
dispensation[s] then surely every
command given to the Israelites must
apply to us today and we ought to be
doing everything exactly as the Isra-
elite did. We have to be dispensation-
alists — every Christian has to be a
dispensationalist. But if by a dispen-
sationalist you mean that you believe
that people in the time of Moses
were saved by keeping the law and
today they are saved through faith in
Christ, why that is a belief which has
absolutely no support in Scripture.”38

But, both MacRae and Buswell
indicated that they were quite agree-
able to the “dispensationalism” of
Charles Hodge, who details his be-
lief in four separate dispensations
under the covenant of grace. Hodge
stated: “Although the covenant of
grace has always been the same, the
dispensations of that covenant have
changed.” He proceeds to outline his
belief in the dispensations from
Adam to Abraham, from Abraham

to Moses, from Moses to Christ, and
the Gospel Dispensation.?® MacRae,
as a Premillennialist, stated that his
only possible change would be to
add a fifth dispensation: the Millen-

nium.

The Bible Presbyterian Church
and Dispensationalism

In characteristic style, Westmin-
ster Professor Paul Woolley stated:
“A new denomination, the Bible
Presbyterian Synod, was founded a
few months later in the spring of
1937 and a new theological Semi-
nary, Faith, was opened in Septem-
ber. Machen was now thoroughly
repudiated by these actions, even
though no such admission would be
made verbally. Reformed orthodoxy
and the disciples of Darby, Brookes,
and Scofield [all leading dispensa-
tionalists] were going their several
ways. They were no longer in alli-
ance.”* Paul Woolley served with
distinction as a professor at West-
minster Seminary. However, these
remarks of his do not square with
the facts, and are sadly irresponsible.

Edwin H. Rian, also a leader at
Westminster, lists “differences con-
cerning dispensationalism” first in
his reasons why men left the OPC to
start the Bible Presbyterian Church.*
Yet, nowhere in his discussion of
Dispensationalism does he mention
that the leaders of the Bible Presbyte-
rian Church spoke out repeatedly
and in one voice in their rejection of
any Dispensationalism which violat-
ed the unity of the covenant of grace
back to the fall of man.

OPC historians D.G. Hart and
John Muether at least state that Bus-
well and MacRae “disavowed the
dispensational label.” However, they
say that Buswell and MacRae “de-
fended the liberty of OP congrega-
tions to use the Scofield Reference
Bible.”* The truth of the matter is
that they held the exact same posi-

Continued on page 8
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tion as did Machen on the matter.
They were not promoting it, but did
not think the mere use of the Bible
should be a matter of formal ecclesi-
astical concern (See Machen’s letter
to Buswell in the third paragraph un-
der “Machen’s Position on ‘Modern
Dispensationalism’ and the Scofield
Bible” [page 5 of this article]).

It is interesting that there is no
evidence that these Bible Presbyteri-
ans had made some radical transfor-
mation from the days they were
sought out by Machen to teach and
serve on the Board of Westminster
Seminary, or that their views were
not known. Up till the time of Ma-
chen’s death, there were few who
were more enthusiastic and effective
in promoting the Seminary than Carl
Mclntire in the Christian Beacon.
These men believed what they had
believed all through the years since
their days at Princeton Seminary.

When considering the historical
facts, the assessment of H. McAllis-
ter Griffiths appears to be much
more plausible. He wrote: “I have
been forced with extreme reluctance
to the conclusion that both these
movements [Westminster Seminary
and the OPC] have been deflected
from the original and sound princi-
ples upon which they were founded.
I do not say this to the discredit of
any individual. T freely recognize the
sincerity of those who are responsi-
ble for these movements. They be-
lieve that they are doing right. I do
not judge their conscience or deny
their sincerity. But I do believe that
they are wrong, and that it can be
demonstrated that both these move-
ments have sharply and visibly changed
their original courses.”*

In truth, the Bible Presbyterians
were solid proponents of Reformed
doctrine. Some in both the OPC and
BPC may have owned Scofield Bi-
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bles, and the writings of a few in both
denominations, over the 75 years of
their existence, may very well have
contained weaknesses. It is known
that a few Bible Presbyterians used
the Scofield Bible in their teaching,
but there is also evidence that these
men disclaimed their allegiance to
those things which they found to be
contradictory and misleading, and
which did violence to the teaching of
the Word of God as outlined in the
Westminster Confession.

It is quite clear that the Bible
Presbyterians stood firmly on the
side of Professor John Murray as to
what is unquestionably the main ob-
jection to the views detected in some
Dispensationalists. With all of the
writing on various aspects of “Mod-
ern Dispensationalism,” Professor
Murray stated clearly his central con-
cern, which mirrored Dr. Griffith’s
statement quoted earlier in this arti-
cle. Murray wrote: “Herein consists
the real seriousness of the dispensa-
tionalist scheme. It undermines what
is basic and central in Biblical revela-
tion; it destroys the unity of the cov-
enant of grace.”*

Whereas Murray found extreme
statements and sometimes generally
attributed them to all Dispensation-
alists, the Bible Presbyterians be-
lieved this was not a fair or scholarly
procedure. Murray colored his writ-
ing by disparaging the claim of many
Dispensationalists that they believed
that salvation by grace through faith
in the work of Christ on the cross
was the only way of salvation through
all ages since the fall. Instead of just
acknowledging that they taught this,
and pointing out their inconsisten-
cies, he virtually dismissed these
openly-stated beliefs as some grudg-
ing “admission or concession” or
that it was merely “their concessions
in the pinch of difficulty.”+

Murray wrote: “Dispensational-
ists may attempt to reconcile their
teaching with the Reformed stan-
dards. They may appeal to their ad-
mission that God has only one way

of saving, and that saints under the
Mosaic economy were saved by the
blood of Christ and the grace of
God....

“Some may be surprised when
we say that these concessions afford
no escape for the dispensationalist,
except in so far as he is willing to
contradict himself. Our standards
are explicit that the Mosaic dispen-
sation was an administration of the
covenant of grace. Its ruling princi-
ple was the very covenant of grace
that comes to its full exhibition in
the New Testament revelation. Dis-
pensationalists are emphatic and re-
iterative that the governing principle
of this Mosaic dispensation was the
principle of law or covenant of
works. The contrast between the
two positions is absolute.”

He quotes Charles Fineberg,
who said: “God does not have two
mutually exclusive principles as law
and grace operative in one period,”
and makes the jump to applying this
to all Dispensationalists. He does
not just point out the great inconsis-
tency, but rather implies that ALL
Dispensationalists believe men are
saved by obedience to the Law in the
Old Testament — despite the clear
statements of many Dispensational-
ists to the contrary.*®

Dr. Buswell: In contrast, J. Oliver
Buswell stated: “This dispensation
of law, the moderate dispensational-
ists say, is not contrary to but conso-
nant with the underlying principle of
grace. It is heretical to teach that the
covenant of grace was broken off be-
tween Sinai and Calvary. It is not he-
retical, strongly as we may disagree
with the teaching, to hold that be-
tween Sinai and Calvary there was
superimposed over the covenant of
grace a legalistic system of hypothet-
ical but impossible salvation by
works.”*” Buswell agreed completely
with Murray that to break off the
covenant of grace between Sinai and
Calvary is a “heresy,” but he more
accurately presented the view of the
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Dispensationaists were known for producing charts which detailed the different
dispensations they detected throughout the Scriptures. There were many views
as to the number and demarkation of these dispensations. J. Gresham Machen,
while no enemy to the concept of dispensations, found many of these unnecessar-
ily complex and believed they placed erroneous divisions without Biblical warrant.
Instead he argued for the “grand simplicity” of the Reformed faith. A number of
Bible Presbyterians held similar views to those of Machen and expressed their
agreement with the way Charles Hodge developed this issue.

many Dispensationalists with whom
he had close contact. Certainly Ma-
chen agreed with Buswell that many
Dispensationalists of this sort were
inconsistent and quite wrong on
many matters. Yet, Machen worked
closely with them — as all sides ad-
mit — in defending the faith.

In this same article, Buswell talks
about Dispensationalism and states:
“We believe that what is objected to
is a denial of the unity of the cove-
nant of grace. I wish to register my
testimony empbhatically for the teach-
ing of the Westminster Confession
upon this point. I do not believe that
there are any in The Presbyterian
Church of America or in our true
constituency who really deny the
unity of God’s redemptive plan (‘the
scarlet thread,” as we call it, running
through Scripture).”

He proceeds to warn against
“wrongly dismembering the Word of
truth,” probably a pointed criticism
of Scofield, who presented some of
his teaching in a book entitled Right-
ly Dividing the Word of Truth. He
also spoke of the “danger” of certain
Scofield notes, notes to which he
“particularly object[s],” and others
which he “reject[s].”

Later in the article, he wrote:
“Whereas I am ardently a premillen-
nialist, my own personal views are
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quite extremely opposed to what is
commonly called dispensationalism.
I thoroughly agree with Charles
Hodge, Volume II, page 122, to the
effect that the covenant of works
completely terminated with the fall.”

Buswell even cautioned against
the words of Charles Hodge, who
said there were “two methods of at-
taining eternal life: the one that
which demands perfect obedience,
and the other that which demands
faith.”#® Buswell held that perfect
obedience was the only means to re-
tain eternal life, already received be-
fore the fall. But for all time after the
fall of Adam, Buswell wrote: “I insist
that there is only one way in any age
whereby God has even hypothetical-
ly offered to give eternal life to any-
one who did not possess it, namely,
through the covenant of grace.” In-
deed this is language often used by
Machen, who emphasized that fallen
men could not be saved, “even hypo-
thetically,” by perfect obedience to
the law.

Continuing, Buswell states: “Isaiah
being utterly dependent upon the
grace of God through the atonement
which was to be accomplished, is, I
think, upon just as high a plane of
spirituality as Paul in his state of de-
pendence upon the atonement which
has been accomplished.”*

HEAVENS

If any doubt were to remain,
Buswell, in this article, publicly re-
jected the teaching of his close friend,
Lewis Sperry Chafer of Dallas Theo-
logical Seminary. He stated “that the
opinion expressed by my good friend
[Chafer], quoted by Professor Mur-
ray, is extreme, and inconsistent with
the unity of the covenant of grace. I
have argued with this friend hours
and days at a time on this very point.
I admire his evangelical earnestness
but I believe there is a deep inconsis-
tency in his teaching. I understand
his books and his conversation to
imply that the covenant of grace was
suspended in its operation at Sinai. If
I misunderstand him on this point, I
shall be happy to be corrected, but I
must confess that Professor Murray’s
opinion on that particular part of
this friend’s teaching is my opinion,
and the opinion of many of his clos-
est friends and admirers. However,
we ought to remember that this man
does actually believe both sides of
his inconsistency. He does believe
that Isaiah was saved and that salva-
tion is by grace alone.”°

Chafer took umbrage at Bus-
well’s comments. In uncharacteristic
directness, Buswell responded to
Chafer: “Man, can’t you see it! Re-
read Murray’s article and Allis’ also.
I do not remember whether Allis
mentioned you by name, but Murray
did repeatedly.

“Now I am a premillennialist,
and you are a premillennialist. I
stand for the fundamentals of the
Christian faith as set forth in the sys-
tem of doctrine contained in the
Westminster Confession and Cate-
chisms. Mr. Murray stands for that
same system of doctrine. My name is
closely associated with yours and
has in the past been closely associat-
ed with Mr. Murray’s. Now Mr.
Murray attacks my premillennial
view in the classroom and does not
distinguish it from your dispensa-
tional view which he attacks in a se-

Continued on page 10
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ries of articles. I am responsible for
my influence on our Wheaton gradu-
ates.... The premillennial view is not
identical with your view of the dis-
pensation of law. I defend the premil-
lennial view. You are under attack
from the enemies of premillennial-
ism for points of doctrine which I
personally do not accept. I regard
you as an honored brother in the
Lord, but under the circumstances I
found it my duty to write the article
in the Guardian, distinguishing be-
tween premillennialism and your in-
terpretation of the dispensation of
law.”st

Chafer distanced himself further
and further from Covenant Theolo-
gy as the years proceeded, but it is
only fair to say that he rejected the
criticisms against his beliefs on how
man is saved. In the Dallas Seminary
journal, Biblioteca Sacra, he stated
that he “yields first place to no man
in contending that a holy God can
deal with sin in any age on any other
ground than that of the blood of
Christ.”s?

A few months later, Chafer
wrote: “Are there two ways by which
one may be saved? In reply to this
question it may be stated that salva-
tion of whatever specific character is
always the work of God in behalf of
man and never a work of man in be-
half of God. This is to assert that
God never saved any one person or
group of persons on any other
ground than that righteous freedom
to do so which the Cross of Christ
secured. There is, therefore, but one
way to be saved and that is by the
power of God made possible through
the sacrifice of Christ.”*?

Buswell’s A Systematic Theology
of the Christian Religion deals with
the subject of Dispensationalism to a
greater degree. He states: “Similar to
the error of teaching that eternal life
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might hypothetically be attained by
perfect obedience, is the error that
there has been a ‘dispensation’ since
the fall in which the attainment of
eternal life was possible on a merito-
rious basis. There are those who
teach [he here quotes from the foot-
note to John 1:17 in the Scofield Ref-
erence Bible] that since the death and
resurrection of Christ, ‘the point of
testing is no longer legal obedience
as a condition of salvation, but ac-
ceptance or rejection of Christ, with
good works as a fruit of salvation ...’
implying that prior to the time of
Christ, legal obedience was the con-
dition of salvation.”5*

“"Whereas | am ardently a
premillennialist, my own
personal views are quite
extremely opposed to
what is commonly called
dispensationalism. |
thoroughly agree with
Charles Hodge, Volume I,
page 122, to the
effect that the covenant
of works completely
terminated with the fall.”

J. Oliver Buswell
in The Presbyterian Guardian

Buswell continues: “I strongly
urge that this notion be totally aban-
doned as inconsistent with the im-
mutable holiness of God.”** Howev-
er, he continues by showing that this
idea is not only found in the Scofield
Bible and other Dispensational writ-
ings, but is found “inadvertently” in
the writings of many Reformed theo-
logians.

Buswell cautions that when one
discusses this “error” with propo-
nents of Dispensationalism, it must
be “humbly remembered that this
‘dispensational’ idea of eternal life
offered by means of legal obedience
is inadvertently found in the writings
of some of our greatest reformed

theologians.”¢ He gives several quo-
tations from John Calvin and Charles
Hodge — both who were strong pro-
ponents of the unity of the covenant
of grace. Calvin wrote: “The passage
[Romans 10:5,6] is taken from Lev.
18:5, where the Lord promises eter-
nal life to those who would keep his
law....”%7 Charles Hodge wrote that
during the “Third Dispensation”
(the period of time between Moses
and Christ) “it was a legal covenant.
It said, ‘do this and live.”” Hodge
continued: “We are no longer bound
to be free from all sin, and to render
perfect obedience to the law, as the
condition of salvation.”>®

Dr. Mclintire: Carl Mclntire is often
incorrectly labeled as a Dispensation-
alist, largely based on the October 1,
1936, editorial in the Christian Bea-
con which has been mentioned sev-
eral times throughout these articles.
Mclntire also pushed back against
the “straw man” attack against all
“Dispensationalists,” believing, like
Machen, that the word “dispensa-
tion” was a good word used in the
Scriptures and in the Westminster
Confession of Faith. He carried a
front-page article by Arthur J. Dif-
fenbacher entitled: “The Faith of a
Dispensationalist.”*® Diffenbacher had
been a member in good standing in
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
and later joined the Bible Presbyteri-
an Church. He was fond of the Sco-
field Bible, but began his article by
stating his firm belief in the unity of
the covenant of grace back to the fall
and that he didn’t agree with every-
thing Scofield had to say. Also, with
the Christian Beacon being a “reli-
gious NEWSpaper,” Mclntire occa-
sionally carried articles about those
who were known to be “Dispensa-
tionalists,” without any negative
commentary (very similar to the
practice of the Presbyterian Guard-
ian while Machen was still alive).
However, for those who care to
read what Mclntire himself had to
say, it is abundantly evident that he
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had no use for any theology which
violated the unity of the covenant of
grace. He stated: “We [premillenni-
alists], for I held such a belief, insist-
ed that any dispensationalism which
denied the unity of the covenant of
grace was indeed an anti-Reformed
heresy....”% It is interesting that Mc-
Intire uses the same terminology as
was used by Kuiper in his September
12, 1936, article in the Presbyterian
Guardian. This should silence any
who wrongly read a support for the
errors found in the teaching of some
Dispensationalists in Mclntire’s Oc-
tober 1, 1936, Christian Beacon edi-
torial critical of Kuiper.

Elsewhere, Mclntire stated: “At
no place in the handling of the Sec-
ond Coming of Christ by our Synod
was there any reference to dispensa-
tion of any kind. There is, however,
in the Confession of Faith the use of
the term.... It reads: ‘There are not,
therefore, two covenants of grace
differing in substance, but one and
the same under various dispensa-
tions.” The point is that there has
been only one way of salvation in the
one covenant of grace which goes
back to the fall.... If you accept the
Westminster Confession and the
Covenant of Grace, you can’t be a
part of any dispensationalism that
does not accept this.

“There has never been any en-
dorsement at any time by our Synod
and Presbytery of the seven dispen-
sations of Scofield.”®! Could Profes-
sor Murray possibly have stated the
basic Reformed position on this
point any more plainly than did Mc-
Intire?

One of the greatest sermons I
have ever heard was one in which
Mclntire preached from Galatians 3:
“Abraham believed God and it was
counted to him for righteousness.”
Mclntire gloried in the fact that this
quotation from Genesis 15:6 showed
the unity of the covenant of grace
and the church. The words of verse 8
were dear to him: “And the scripture,
foreseeing that God would justify the
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heathen through faith, preached be-
fore the gospel unto Abraham, say-
ing, In thee shall all nations be
blessed” (a quotation from Genesis
12:3 and elsewhere). Mclntire pre-
sented this truth, with remarkabe
clarity, that Abraham had the Gospel
preached unto him and that he was
justified by God through faith in the
same way as we are today.

In my early days at Shelton Col-
lege, it was Mclntire, through his
preaching, who impressed on me
that the church did not start in the
New Testament, but consisted of all
the redeemed through all ages. Mc-
Intire often pointed this out with
great emphasis at the world con-
gresses of the International Council
of Christian Churches. Bible Presby-
terian minister James L. Blizzard, in
our Old Testament Survey class at
Shelton College further reinforced
this teaching. I had not previously
given much thought to this subject in
the Baptist churches I had attended.
This was one of those clarifying real-
izations that gave new meaning to all
future study of God’s Word. This
teaching continued in my studies at
Faith Theological Seminary.

Allan A. MacRae commented
about the unfair labeling of Mclntire
as a “Dispensationalist,” stating that
because Mclntire was a strong Pre-
millennialist “they [the Westminster
men| naturally then labeled McIntire
as a dispensationalist....” Despite as-
surances in the Guardian the year
before, MacRae believed these men
did indeed improperly accuse those
with strong Premillennial views of
having unreformed “extreme views”
related to Dispensationalism. Mac-
Rae continued: “You would not find
such views held by Mclntire or by a
good many of those whom they la-
beled as dispensationalists.”%?

Dr. MacRae: In his later years, Mac-
Rae wrote down much autobio-
graphical material. He tells of his
early years and his remembrances of
the rise in popularity of the Scofield

Bible. He also recalls attending a Bi-
ble conference where a speaker had
an elaborate chart pointing out sev-
en dispensations to be found in the
Scriptures. Another speaker also pre-
sented seven dispensations, but had a
different arrangement than the first.
MacRae commented: “It seemed to
me then that dispensational differ-
ence between the Old Testament and
the New was very definite, and also
the great change that occurred at the
fall, but that some of the others were
rather debatable, and I felt that in
the attempt to reach the number 7
each of the two had made some rath-
er unjustifiable guesses....”%

When Faith Theological Semi-
nary was started, largely under the
leadership of Dr. MacRae, it was
thoroughly committed to the West-
minster Confession of Faith and Cat-
echisms, and the unity of the cove-
nant of grace was clearly taught. Yet
the constant barrage of claims that
Faith Seminary was Dispensational in
its theology, coming from those in the
OPC, led to Dr. MacRae answering a
number of letters from inquirers.

MacRae, responding to one such
letter, stated: “We at Faith Seminary
are strongly convinced that no one
ever has been saved or ever will be
saved in any other way than through
the grace of God based upon the
merits of the sacrificial death of
Christ at Calvary. We feel that the
Bible clearly teaches the unity of the
covenant of grace.... We do not be-
lieve it can be divided into sections
which are appropriate only for spe-
cial dispensations.... Its [the Scofield
Bible’s] notations sometimes contra-
dict one another. There are notations
in it which clearly teach the unity of
the covenant of grace and other
notes which set the Old Testament
and the New Testament over against
each other in a way that can be very
misleading. If attention were direct-
ed exclusively to these particular
notes, I believe that much harm

Continued on page 12
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could be done.”®* This mirrored Ma-
chen’s contention that, despite his
opposition to it, there was a “happy
inconsistency” in many of the Sco-
field notes.

Faith Seminary Professor R. Laird
Harris wrote an article entitled “The
Purpose of the Mosaic Law.” In it,
he stated: “That the Old Testament
saints well knew the typical meaning
of these ceremonies and trusted in
the Lamb to come is clear from such
a precious verse as Isaiah 53:6, “The
Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of
us all.”” He continued: “We dwell on
this teaching that the ceremonial law
was intended to portray to those of
faith in old time that Christ would
come to die for them and that faith
in the coming Christ would save
them.”®

Some have accused Dr. MacRae
of being a Dispensationalist because
of his work on the New Scofield Ref-
erence Bible. It should be remem-
bered that, rightly or wrongly, Mac-
Rae lent his renowned scholarship to
many endeavors in the evangelical
world, particularly as to the Old Tes-
tament, his area of expertise.

Among other Bible projects on
which MacRae served as a contribu-
tor is the Reformation Study Bible,
which is widely used and promoted
today in Reformed circles. General
Editor R.C. Sproul, a popular Re-
formed speaker, theologian and edu-
cator, writes concerning MacRae
and the other contributors: “Over
the last twenty-five years, I've assem-
bled a team of seventy-five pastors
and scholars — men I trust — to help
me preserve, refine, and expand what
I believe are the best study Bible
notes we have to date.”®® Longtime
Faith Seminary professor R. Laird
Harris also served as a “trusted”
contributor to this work, as did oth-
ers with Bible Presbyterian roots.
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It must further be recognized
that many Dispensationalists who
held tenaciously to the Scofield Bible
were quick to decry the New Scofield
Bible for the changes which had been
made. MacRae wrote concerning
this that in the original Scofield Bible
“... you find certain notes which give
the impression that the Old Testa-
ment was a bad book, inferior to the
New Testament and the Jews were
rash in accepting the law and they
were on legal ground in the things
you find in the Old Testament and
that even Christ in giving His ser-
mon on the mount was on legal
ground instead of on the ground of
faith which would apply to us.”
MacRae described the inferences
made by these notes as “very unfor-
tunate.” He continued: “I don’t be-
lieve there’s anybody on the commit-
tee that has any desire that such
statements should be repeated.”®’

The introduction to the New
Scofield Bible states: “Under the for-
mer dispensation, law was shown to
be powerless to secure righteousness
and life for a sinful race (Gal. 3:21-
22). Prior to the cross man’s salva-
tion was through faith (Gen. 15:6;
Rom. 4:3), being grounded on Christ’s
atoning sacrifice, viewed anticipa-
tively, by God ...; now it is clearly
revealed that salvation and righ-
teousness are received by faith in the
crucified and resurrected Savior.”¢®

An example of the faulty infor-
mation which is often repeated con-
cerning the Bible Presbyterian Church,
one man wrote on the “Puritan
Board Blog,” August 25, 2009: “Mac-
Rae was also a founder of the Bible
Presbyterian Church which was
well-known for its tolerance if not
embrace of dispensationalism.”

A Reformed Baptist pastor re-
sponded: “If T may, I would like to
correct this. I was a student and
friend of MacRae. I know from per-
sonal instruction and conversation
that he was certainly not dispensa-
tionalist. He was historic premillen-
nial and covenantal. I can safely say

that he subscribed fully and strictly
to the Westminster Confession of
Faith as well. Our church had a close
relationship with him, as our pastor
had also been his student and main-
tained an ongoing relationship. He
often came to speak. He was the pri-
mary reason I attended his seminary.
He disagreed with dispensationalism,
and it was from his influence that our
pastor also disagreed with dispensa-
tionalism — and hence me too.

“He did, though, regard dispen-
sationalists and amillennarians as
genuine brethren, and so he willingly
worked together with them.... From
my personal knowledge of him, he
had a clear conception of when NOT
to draw a line of separation from
brethren. Genuine brethren who hap-
pened also to be dispensationalist and
amillennial were allies to him in the
defense and proclamation of the faith.

“Pardon me if I am beating this
too hard. T just wanted to set the re-
cord straight.”®’

MacRae expressed his own frus-
tration concerning the version of his-
tory repeatedly stated by those sym-
pathetic to the OPC. The Fall 1991
issue of the Westminster Theological
Journal carried an article by OPC
Historian Darryl G. Hart. It con-
tained a note that “Allan A. Mac-
Rae, professor of Old Testament,
was a dispensationalist, while Paul
Woolley professor of church history,
was a ‘historic premillennialist.””7°

MacRae wrote to the editors of
the Journal: “This misrepresentation
shocked me greatly. I am certain that
it would not have been made by any
of my colleagues of those days, all of
whom, to my great sorrow, have al-
ready passed on.... Like Paul Wool-
ley, 1 agree entirely with the teach-
ings of the Westminster Standards.

“I cannot think of any valid
ground for anyone to call me a ‘dis-
pensationalist.” It is disturbing to
have an imaginary difference be-
tween Paul Woolley and me stated as
if it were a fact. I knew Dr. Machen
very intimately, and served as a col-
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league with him and with Paul Wool-
ley for eight years, without ever hav-
ing the feeling that there was any
important difference between them
and me. Paul and I were known to be
premillennialists, but I never heard
that either of us was criticized on
that account. We worked together in
great harmony. It was only after Dr.
Machen’s death that circumstances
developed which made me decide to
resign from the Westminster facul-
ty.”7! To his credit, the editor of the
Journal printed these words from
MacRae in their fall 1992 issue.
This exchange was posted on
“The Continuing Story,” a website
produced by Wayne Sparkman, the
director of the Historical Center of
the present-day Presbyterian Church
in America (PCA). In the Comments
section of this posting, one reader
wrote: “Was MacRae a Dispensa-
tionalist? I was not aware of this ...
and T just recently read a book by
him on Isaiah and it didn’t register to
me that he was Dispensational!” Di-
rector Sparkman responded: “No!
Dr. MacRae was not a dispensation-
alist. Rather, some thought he was.
Admittedly, he did some things which
might have led to that conclusion,
like working on the [New] Scofield
Bible translation team, but Allen A.
MacRae was not a dispensationalist.
He was an historic premillennialist.””?

Dr. Griffiths: In describing these
conflicts relating to Dispensational-
ism, H. McAllister Griffiths stated
that one must be careful in not deal-
ing too simplistically when discuss-
ing the subject, cautioning that: “The
factors are involved in a complexity
of intersecting currents and counter-
currents.””?

In writing a “Memorandum” to
the missionaries of The Independent
Board for Presbyterian Foreign Mis-
sions, Griffiths states: “Without ques-
tion there are many errors in the
notes of the ‘Scofield Bible.” I do not
think that anyone could possibly
confine himself to an acceptance of
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every position taken....” Later he
states that “there are some passages
in the Scofield notes which make me
shiver.””* Like the others mentioned
before, Griffiths — who originally
wrote publicly of his support for

“"We feel that the Bible
clearly teaches the unity of
the covenant of grace....
We do not believe it can
be divided into sections
which are appropriate only
for special dispensations....
Its [the Scofield Bible's]
notations sometimes
contradict one another.
There are notations in it
which clearly teach the
unity of the covenant of
grace and other notes
which set the Old
Testament and the New
Testament over against
each other in a way that
can be very misleading.
If attention were
directed exclusively to
these particular notes, |
believe that much harm
could be done.”

Allan A. MacRae

in response to a letter from an inquirer

Professor Murray’s articles — began
to believe that Murray, Kuiper and
others, while writing many good
things, were indeed attacking a
“straw man,” and not dealing as
carefully as they should. This “catch
word for infamy,” as Professor Mac-
Rae described it, was being broadly
attached to men without the average
reader knowing what these men ac-
tually believed.

Carl McIntire published a lengthy
article in the Christian Beacon by Dr.
Griffiths dealing with this whole

matter. As it related to Dispensation-
alism, Griffiths wrote: “Every man
who believes the Bible is bound to be
one [a dispensationalist], even if he
only finds two dispensations. Calvin
and Charles Hodge found dispensa-
tions in the Bible, to mention only
two Reformed theologians among
others. In Hodge’s scheme there were
four....

“So the attack shifted slightly.
We were told that not everyone
called a ‘modern dispensationalist’
was under fire, but only those forms
of dispensationalism ‘which denied
the unity of the covenant of grace.’
In simple, nontheological language,
what does that mean? It means any
denial of the doctrine that since Ad-
am’s fall any human being has ever
been saved upon any ground other
than the death of Christ upon the
cross received through faith by the
operation of the Holy Spirit. In other
words, ‘modern dispensationalism’
was accused inferentially of teaching
that in different dispensations men
were saved in different ways. And it
was further charged that even if the
‘modern dispensationalist’ concerned
did not admit that his teaching in-
volved some other ground of salva-
tion in different dispensations, yet if
this view could by a logical exten-
sion be shown to be inescapably in-
volved in his system, he had violated
the ‘unity’ of the covenant of grace,
and was therefore not merely ‘unre-
formed,’ but positively heterodox.

“With this as a piece of pure log-
ic, there can be no quarrel. If a man
did teach that lost sinners could in
different times be saved on some
other ground than Christ’s death, or
if such teaching by inescapable logi-
cal inference lay in his doctrine, it
would be fair to call him heterodox.
But if a fair examination of a writer
shows that he does not teach any-
thing of the sort and that it can only
be imputed to him by some process
of logical juggling that tries to com-

Continued on page 14
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mit him to principles which are re-
pugnant to him, he ought to be ac-
quitted....””

Griffiths, while openly stating
that some things in the Scofield notes
made him “shiver,” nonetheless felt
it only fair to take into account the
introduction to the Scofield Bible,
which read in part: “from beginning
to end the Bible testifies to one re-
demption. From beginning to end
the Bible has one great theme—the
person and work of the Christ.”
Concerning this quote, Griffiths stat-
ed: “But to intimate that Dr. Sco-
field’s notes deny the unity of the
covenant of grace is preposterous,
and can only be made plausible by
the drawing of many gratuitous con-
clusions from them which are not
implied in them at all, and which are
utterly foreign to their spirit.””¢ One
may consider Griffiths assessment to
be too charitable, yet this in no way
makes him a “Modern Dispensa-
tionalist.” After all, it was he who as
editor of the Presbyterian Guardian
published Murray’s articles on Dis-
pensationalism and commended them!

Concerning the Scofield Bible,
Dr. Griffiths shows his agreement
with Machen, when he states: “In
the first place, I doubt the wisdom
(to put it mildly) of attaching the
name of any man to God’s Holy
Word. In the second place, I do not
believe that all of Dr. Scofield’s notes
are equally well-grounded in Scrip-
ture. With some of them I frankly
disagree.”””

Concluding Comments

This writer has been associated
with the Bible Presbyterian Church
for over 40 years. Some certainly
may find the writings of some who
were not as clear as they should have
been in dealing with these issues. I
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suppose the same could be said of
any church denomination which has
existed for nearly 80 years. Howev-
er, in Shelton College and Faith
Theological Seminary I was taught
precisely the teaching of the West-
minster Confession of Faith, Chap-
ter VIL. It was in the Bible Presbyte-
rian Church that I was first presented
the errors and inconsistencies of the
kind of Dispensationalism discussed
in this article. The denomination has
never held to Dispensationalism as
its position and I personally have

"Without question there
are many errors in the
notes of the 'Scofield

Bible.’ | do not think that
anyone could possibly
confine himself to an

acceptance of every
position taken.... There
are some passages in
the Scofield notes which
make me shiver.”

H. McAllister Griffiths

in a “Memorandum” to all
Independent Board missionaries

never been in a Bible Presbyterian
Church where the Scofield Bible has
been in the pews or obviously used
from the pulpit. With Carl McIntire
being the Chancellor and President,
respectively, my training at Shelton
College and Faith Theological Semi-
nary did not include the use of the
Scofield Bible.

Like Machen, the founders of
the Bible Presbyterian Church had
no problem with a belief in dispensa-
tions, since the word and teaching is
found in the Scriptures, in the West-
minster Confession of Faith and in
the writings of some of the staunch-
est Reformed theologians. Several of
the prominent Bible Presbyterian
leaders publicly stated their basic
agreement with the four dispensa-
tions outlined by Charles Hodge.

These Bible Presbyterian leaders
were in full agreement with Dr. Mur-
ray’s and the other Westminster
men’s basic criticisms of Dispensa-
tionalism. However, they didn’t al-
ways think they were fair in accusing
some who had been labeled Dispen-
sationalists of things which these
men clearly said they did not believe.
They also believed that many of the
extreme beliefs being attacked were
attributed broadly to all “Modern
Dispensationalists,” when very few
who were thus labeled actually held
to those beliefs. They preferred the
procedure of minimizing the use of
labels, and rather seeking to deal
honestly and specifically with the be-
liefs of each individual.

While the Westminster men were
largely of European background,
where “Dispensationalism” and the
use of the Scofield Bible were almost
non-existent, many of the Bible Pres-
byterians were pastors of churches
where many people had long owned
Scofield Bibles, because of its great
popularity. Rather than tell their
congregants to throw them away,
they rather commended the good
things in the notes and warned
against the inconsistencies and er-
rors which might lead to wrong be-
liefs or confusion about the unity of
the Scriptures. They believed that the
same principle should be applied as
they had always used in their use of
other commentaries. For instance, a
Lutheran commentary might have
many good notes on many subjects.
Thus it might be valued for many
things; but, for example, notes on the
subject of consubstantiation would
be pointed out as being in error by a
Presbyterian pastor.

At any rate, the Bible Presbyteri-
ans overwhelmingly agreed with Dr.
Murray when he stated: “Herein
consists the real seriousness of the
dispensationalist scheme. It under-
mines what is basic and central in
Biblical revelation; it destroys the
unity of the covenant of grace.”’®
Even if there might have been differ-
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ences of opinion on all sides as to
how to interpret the words of certain
Dispensationalists, the Bible Presby-
terians went well beyond mere as-
sent to the fact that the Scriptures
present only one way of redemption
since the fall of man — which Dr.
Murray did not think was of itself
sufficient.

The Bible Presbyterians further
made it clear that they did NOT
agree with any placement of the law
which would contradict, interupt or
nullify the covenant of grace. They
held strictly to the fact that the cov-
enant of works TERMINATED with
the fall of man, and the covenant of
grace BEGAN at that time in a uni-
fied “scarlet thread of redemption”
throughout the entire Scriptures, both
Old and New Testaments. This is
precisely the grand Reformed teach-
ing of the Scriptures and the West-
minster Confession of Faith.

As we have seen, the subject of
the Second Coming of Christ often
came up in these discussions on Dis-
pensationalism. We will deal with that

in our spring 2016 issue. o
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Mr. Raymond Clark: April 2, 2015.

e Mr. Clark was an elder
in the Bible Presbyte-
rian Church of Colling-
swood, NJ, for many
years. As an engineer,
Mr. Clark designed the
communications antennae atop the
World Trade Center in New York
City. He was the son-in-law of Dr.
Carl Mclntire.

Dr. Ralph Colas: October 22, 2015
Dr. Colas served for many -
years as the Executive
Secretary of the Ameri-
can Council of Christian
Churches, following a
long ministry as a pas-
tor. He was a Christian statesman
who was loved by all those in the
various denominations in the ACCC.

Rev. Al Bean: November 22, 2015.
Rev. Al Bean was a
member of Faith Presby-
tery, Bible Presbyterian
Church, and served as its
moderator for 29 years.
He pastored the Ebene-
zer Bible Church in Fayetteville, NC,
since 1972. Rev. Bean served in the
82nd Airborne Division in World
War II. Spending his final days in the
North Carolina Veterans Home in
Salisbury, NC, he was a joy to all
who visited him.

Blessed are the dead
which die in the Lord ...
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