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Remarks on the 

AMILLENNIALISM 
and Kindred Teaching 

of Philip Mauro 

HETHER the millennial reign of Christ will be 
ushered in by the triumph of the King of kings 
over His enemies at His "Appearing," or by 

the gradual spread of the gospel as making way for that 
reign, has been discussed by premillennialists and post-
millennialists respectively. 

Toplady, loved writer of "Rock of Ages," states the 
case for the former: "I am one of the old-fashioned peo
ple who believe the doctrine of the Millennium and that 
there will be two distinct resurrections of the dead—first, 
of the just; second, of the unjust; which last resurrection 
will not commence till one thousand years after the resur
rection of the elect. In this glorious interval of one thou
sand years Christ will reign in Person over the kingdom 
of the just." 

On the other hand, postmillennialism, as defined by 
Daniel Whitby at the beginning of the eighteenth cen
tury, says that the "Coming" of Christ takes place in any 
spiritual event or providential circumstance, or at an in
dividual's death. However, he acknowledges that "The 
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doctrine of the Millennium, in the reign of Christ for a 
thousand years on the earth, passed current among the 
best Christians for two hundred and fifty years for a 
tradition apostolical, and as such is delivered by many 
Fathers of the second and third centuries, who spoke of 
it as the tradition of our Lord and His disciples and the 
ancients who lived before them; who all tell us the very 
words in which it was delivered, and the Scriptures which 
were then so interpreted, and say that it was held by all 
the Christians who were exactly orthodox." But he also 
asserts that this was "gross and carnal and negatived by 
high and spiritual conditions; while the avowed mission, 
and purpose, and hope of the Church are proven to be 
the bringing in of all nations in subjection to Christ, all 
kingdoms and authorities in obedience to the Church, 
through the preaching of the gospel." But while retain
ing in some sense the idea of a Millennium, so that his 
scheme of things is called postmillennialism, it is far from 
being the "New Hypothesis" he terms it, being but a 
readaptation to Protestantism of the amillennialism popu
larized by Pope Damasus in the fourth century. So true 
is this that it is at last beginning to disappear into the 
embrace of the latter, its inability to justify its world-
converting claims being demonstrated by world-wide con
ditions. 

Amillennialism represents the theory that there will be 
no Millennium. It alleges that the Bible contains no such 
doctrine. Mr. Mauro advocates this theory. 

At one time he was a voluminous premillennial writer, 
becoming this very shortly after his conversion to God. 
As such he was very emphatic in his statements, impress
ing upon readers that his message was a Bible doctrine. 

But in later years he renounced what he formerly taught, 
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alleging that he did so because the doctrine was not in the 
Bible. He now denounces as false what he formerly pro
pounded, and is a voluminous amillennial writer. This 
amillennialism is as assured as his premillennialism had 
been, as he tells his readers there was not a shred of truth 
in the "Dispensationalism" he formerly taught. 

All this is very injurious to the spirits of observing 
Christians, being so very like what the apostle describes 
as "ever learning, and never able to come to the knowledge 
of the truth" (2 Tim. 3:7) . 

No doubt those who endeavor to walk with God will be 
aware of how little they know, and with them there will 
have to be some readjustment of thought as this and that 
become better understood. But with the average believer 
this may tend to clarify into a more consistent oneness 
the body of truth formerly known, thus enabling him to 
maintain it with purpose of heart. 

But when one undertakes to teach, and writes very 
many books in a short period of time, impressing upon 
his readers that he is setting forth what he has learned 
from Scripture, and then launches a new number of vol
umes cancelling the former output, it suggests that in an 
excessive way he had been getting his opinions from men 
—from books, without taking the necessary time to search 
the Scriptures, and to meditate or "chew the cud" (Lev. 
11), evidencing none of the spirit enjoined upon us to 
"buy the truth and sell it not" (Prov. 23: 23). It looks 
as if his grasp of things had been intellectual rather than 
spiritual, even although his expression thereof may have 
been forcible. 

Consequently when he proposes his new views, prospec
tive readers naturally seek evidence that he is not merely 
interpreting other human sources of information, putting 
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forth their substance in his own style. However, did they 
perceive reasonable care in his later writings, and the 
marks of divine teaching in his altered views, some might 
be disposed to attend to the new volumes. 

We know that mental upheavals have affected writers 
of books (following deep exercise of heart) which have 
resulted in a complete change of views. But when this 
happened, there appeared in the later writings of the con
vert a humility of mind and a carefulness of statement 
that commended themselves to those who feared God, 
thus encouraging them to listen, to the new message. 
Nothing less than this could be expected in such a case, 
and even then there would remain with some a hesitancy 
to listen. Whether there has been anything like carefulness 
and contrition shown in the new writings of our brother 
will have to be determined as we arrive at his statements 
therein. 

His conversion to his later views saddened the hearts of 
some, but it gave pleasure to those who clung to such 
views, and it has been noted with approval in the Roman 
Catholic Church. In fact he has circulated a little paper 
informing us that he had received a letter from one who 
signed herself "Sister Mary E ," bearing the engraved 
name and address of a certain college, requesting him to 
"favor that college with his autographed photograph, 
stating that a number of authors had responded favorably 
to a like request, and asking him also that he would write 
a letter to the student body." Finding that the request 
came from a college "under Roman Catholic auspices," he 
says he found himself in a "quandary." But he does not 
explain why he should have been affected in this way. We 
fail to see any cause for this if one is walking in the 
paths of righteousness. 
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Nevertheless we are thankful that he did realize that 
he was in a "quandary." So much so that we hoped that 
with a little time he might realize that God was sending 
him help in permitting him to see how his attacks upon 
"dispensationalism" were being noted with approval in 
Roman Catholic circles. Evidently, however, he has not 
taken it in this way, we regret to say. In the meantime one 
may conceive of the alert controversialists of Rome scan
ning his recent writings and wishing him success in his 
adventure. Allowing for present differences between him 
and them (and the latter are never in a hurry), they can 
say: Here is an author who is endeavoring to reclaim some 
of the present evangelical circles in Protestantism to the 
position into which Pope Damasus led the Church in the 
fourth century. 

Be that as it may, our brother wrote the student body, 
dating his letter "The first Sunday in Lent, 1938." It was 
a gospel-testimony letter, which was received and ac
knowledged promptly and courteously, with the informa
tion that it would "probably be published in the college 
paper, and meanwhile it would be posted on a bulletin 
board, under glass, in the ante-room of the college library 
'where all the students might see it and read it.'" So 
much for the trend of things. 

We may now begin to consider Amillennialism as set 
forth by Mr. Mauro in three booklets which he has been 
circulating. The title of the one before us is: 

"MODERN DISPENSATIONALISM: 
ITS ORIGIN AND DISTINCTIVE TENETS." 

In it the question is asked: "Whether those promises 
and prophecies which refer to 'Israel' are to be accom
plished in a day yet future in connection with 'Israel after 
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the flesh' (1 Cor. 10: 18), which nation is to be recon
stituted with all its twelve tribes; or whether they are to 
be considered in a spiritual sense, and as pertaining to 
the 'spiritual seed of Abraham' (Gal. 3:7), whom the 
apostle calls collectively, 'The Israel of God?" (Gal. 
6: 16). 

Regarding this, one has to remember that various 
promises were made, those of material blessings, including 
the possession of Canaan by those who sprang from the 
loins of Abraham (Gen. 13: 14-17; 17: 7, 8); and spiritual 
blessings embracing "all families of the earth," confirmed 
to his seed which is Christ (Gen. 12: 1-3; Gal. 3: 17). 
Respecting the latter, Abraham is called "the father of all 
them that believe" (Rom. 4:11; Gal. 3:29). But the 
material blessings are never cancelled by the spiritual, 
although they are going to be fulfilled upon a spiritual 
basis. For the mass of the nation, submitting to the wor
ship of "the beast," will be lost. But a remnant, refusing 
to submit, will be manifested as a regenerated and re
deemed people, comprising the "all Israel" that will be 
saved (Rom. 11: 26). Hence in a future day the earthly 
inheritance will be possessed by the regenerate of the 
twelve tribes. Therefore the apostle Paul, in reference to 
his "brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh: who are 
Israelites," says of them: "to whom pertaineth . . . the 
promises" (Rom. 9: 1-5). 

It is necessary, however, that we give some attention 
to the expression, "The Israel of God" (Gal. 6: 16), an 
expression considerably used in our brother's writings of 
late. There are some who believe it refers to the Chris
tian company, as being for God what the literal Israel 
ought to have been. They regard the expression as being 
the same in principle as the phrase, "We are the circum-
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cision" (Phil. 3:3) , a phrase descriptive of a people an
swering to the significance of the rite. But they there
fore conclude that the literal Israel has been forever 
superseded by the Christian company; hence that the 
promises made in express terms to Israel find their ful
filment in the spiritual blessings enjoyed by Christians, 
and that they are now exclusively the Israel of God. 

But there are other Christians who, while similarly 
appropriating this term to themselves, do not therefore 
assume that the literal Israel is set aside in a final way; 
they believe that the Bible language respecting Israel for
bids such a conclusion, one that could only be arrived at 
by nullifying large parts of Scripture; and they would 
fear to treat of the promises in a way that would seem to 
put God in the light of a deceiver. Hence they explain 
that Christians are "the Israel of God" as maintaining 
in present testimony the unseen spiritual realities that 
will come into public display in "the world to come" 
when the Messiah will appear to Israel, and that people 
(like Thomas) having "seen" will say, like him: "My 
Lord and my God." Such hold that while the Church has 
its distinctive testimony as "the body of Christ" (in 
which Israel, as such, has no part), it may also be re
garded as the Israel of God, seeing that at this present 
time it enjoys by faith what will become the portion of 
Israel in the day of manifestation. As to this, we see 
nothing vital at stake; for it raises no cloud of apprehen
sion to frighten the simple respecting the meaning of the 
divine statements of promise and prophecy. 

Nevertheless this use of the term "Israel of God" (Gal. 
6:16) does not make it quite certain that it is intended 
to describe the Christian company. Without, however, 
being dogmatic about it, we submit to the reader the fol-
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lowing statement of a disciple of last century. He says: 
"In the first expression, 'as many as walk according to 
this rule,' he (Paul) specially looks, I think, at Gentile 
believers, such as the Galatians were. 'This rule' is the 
rule of the new creation—Christ Himself. He adds: 'Peace 
be upon them and mercy, and upon the Israel of God.' 
The only part of Israel acknowledged consists of real 
believing Jews. 'Israel of God' seems to be used here, not 
as a general phrase for every saint, but for the believing 
ones in Israel—those Jews who had repudiated their own 
works and found shelter only in Christ Jesus. Two parties 
were spoken of, and not one only. 'As many as walk ac
cording to this rule' are rather the Gentile believers; and 
'the Israel of God' are the Jewish saints made willing to 
receive the Saviour" (Wm. Kelly). 

But " 'The household of faith' should know with cer
tainty whether or not that great promise of the New Cove
nant belongs to them as a part (and indeed a priceless 
part) of their inheritance in Christ—as it is written, 'If 
ye be Christ's, then are YE Abraham's seed and heirs 
according to THE PROMISE' (Gal. 3:29)—and also 
whether in claiming it as their God-given birthright they 
are properly chargeable with 'robbing the Jews'?" 

As to the latter question, we can say: They are not 
"properly chargeable" with any such robbery in claiming 
this birthright. But they would be "properly chargeable" 
with misinforming the Jews if they said the earthly in
heritance promised Abraham's seed was not literal, and 
was a mere illustration of those spiritual blessings which 
Christians enjoy today. And they would be equally 
chargeable if they told them that the covenant promised 
them by Jeremiah had no literal reference to them (Jer. 
31:31-34). 
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Again: "Those who apply the promise of the new cove
nant and other promises of a like nature to the natural 
Israel necessarily take for granted the reconstitution of 
the Israelitish nation in its entirety and the reoccupation 
by that nation of the land of Canaan before the end of 
this gospel dispensation." 

The promise of the new covenant, and other promises 
and prophecies of a like nature, apply to the Israel that 
will repent of their sin in crucifying their Messiah. All 
others of Israel will follow the antichrist to their doom. 
Moreover the "nation in its entirety," that will reoccupy 
the land of Israel according to the promises and prophe
cies, will not do so before, but after "the end of this 
gospel dispensation." 

Still again: "Now it is a very pertinent fact that, among 
all the prophecies of the New Testament concerning things 
that are to happen in connection with our Lord's second 
coming, there is not a word or hint of the national restora
tion of Israel or Judah, or of their reoccupation of Pales
tine, or of the renewal of the Levitical priesthood and 
ritual (including animal sacrifices), or of any of the 
related things that dispensationalists, in agreement with 
the Jewish Talmudists, so confidently assert." 

As to the itemized list of things alleged to be absent 
from the prophecies of the New Testament, we would say 
that it is a "fact" pertinent to the matter in hand that the 
New Testament does teach "the national restoration" of 
Israel, provided it is understood that this refers to a born-
again nucleus of that people, identified as "all Israel" 
(Rom. 9-11). We note also that the Holy Spirit declares 
that the man of sin will be found sitting "in the temple 
of God," a thing impossible had there been no temple 
"rebuilt" (2 Thess. 2: 3, 4), even although not the temple 
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to be built later as described by Ezekiel (Ezek. 41: 46). 
However, it is the Old Testament that supplies intimate 
details of these matters, while the New Testament explains 
the spiritual foundation upon which they will be carried 
out. 

Regarding "animal sacrifices" (Ezek. 45), they never 
possessed inherent value or virtue, and were simply types 
of the real sacrifice to be offered in the fulness of time. 
As such they served the divine purpose in an anticipative 
way. Similarly the teaching of Ezekiel as to their revival 
in the millennial age is with a view to serving the divine 
purpose in remembrance. The former sacrifices looked 
forward, the latter will look backward; but neither had 
nor will have inherent value. As to their significance, let 
us quote somewhat fully from T. B. Baines. 

"In contrast with Israel, our sphere of worship is in 
heaven where Christ is 'inside the veil.' Any 'pattern' 
therefore of the heavenly things, whether temple, altar, 
sacrifice, or priest, would be inappropriate—in fact, a 
denial of the heavenly character of our worship. But 
when God resumes His dealings with the earth, the wor
ship on earth will again be what it ought to have been 
in Israel of old, a 'pattern' of the heavenly worship. There 
will, therefore, be again a holy city, a holy temple, a holy 
altar, a holy sacrifice, and a holy priesthood—all patterns 
of the heavenly things. For if patterns of heavenly wor
ship are restored, sacrifices must be restored too, inasmuch 
as it is 'necessary that the patterns of the things in the 
heavens should be purified with these, but the heavenly 
things themselves with better sacrifices than these' (Heb. 
9: 23). Here the distinction is not between times before 
Christ's death and the times after; but between worship 
in the heavenly places, which we now have, and worship 
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in an earthly temple—a figure of the heavenly—which 
Israel had in old times, and will have again in the days 
spoken of by the prophet. Thus the teaching of the 
Hebrews shows the reason—indeed the necessity—for that 
which Ezekiel predicts, and if we apprehend the differ
ence between heavenly and earthly worship, the beauty 
and significance of the return to these types will not be 
difficult to discern. 

"Certain of the feasts also are reinstituted. 'In the first 
month, in the fourteenth day of the month, ye shall have 
the passover, a feast of seven days; unleavened bread 
shall be eaten' (Ezek. 45:21). And 'in the seventh 
month in the fifteenth day of the month, shall he do the 
like in the feast of seven days' (v. 25). This is the feast 
of tabernacles. Of old the command given to the Israelites 
was, 'Three times in a year shall all the males appear 
before Jehovah thy God in the place which He shall 
choose; in the feast of unleavened bread, and in the feast 
of weeks, and in the feast of tabernacles' (Deut. 16: 16). 
The passages just quoted from Ezekiel show that two out 
of these three great feasts, the feast of unleavened bread 
and the feast of tabernacles, will be renewed. But neither 
here nor elsewhere is any mention made of the third feast, 
'the feast of weeks,' or of pentecost. Surely, however, if 
Ezekiel's prophecy were symbolical of the Church, the 
omitted feast would be the most prominent. It was the 
feast of first-fruits, and as such the Holy Ghost was given 
on that day to form the Church, the first-fruits of the work 
of Christ. This, then, is the reason of its omission. The 
full significance of this beautiful type is exhausted in the 
Church; and it no longer appears therefore (after the 
Church's removal) among the institutions of the earthly 
people. Zechariah tells us a further detail. The passover 
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will apparently be observed by the Jews alone: but 'every
one that is left of all the nations which came against Jeru
salem shall even go up from year to year to worship the 
King, Jehovah of hosts, and to keep the feast of taber
nacles' (Zech. 14: 16). Should this homage be omitted, 
the penalty is 'no rain,' except in the case of Egypt, 
where, as there is no rain, a plague is sent instead (v. 
17-19). How utterly inapplicable all these minute and 
interesting details are to the Church of God; how beautifully 
appropriate to the literal reign of the Messiah over re
stored Israel." 

Before leaving this section, however, we must note the 
liberties taken in the wording of the last sentence quoted 
from Mr. Mauro. He speaks of what "dispensationalists, 
in agreement with the Jewish Talmudists, so confidently 
assert." But he knows very well that the legitimate word
ing ought to have been what "dispensationalists, in agree
ment with" what Moses, David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 
Daniel, Hosea, Jonah, Habakkuk, Zechariah, Malachi, and 
other writers "so confidently assert," and do so because 
commanded of God to do so. Knowing that dispensa
tionalists appeal to these prophets, his remark implies 
that he places such an appeal upon the same basis as an 
appeal to "Jewish Talmudists." He would not dare to put 
it in this way, but his eagerness to make out a case lures 
him into saying what is wrong, and in this case to suggest 
an evil implication. 

However, we wish that "Jewish Talmudists" had be
lieved all that their prophets so confidently asserted by 
divine command, which, alas, they did not believe. What 
they did believe we shall see when the subject is reopened 
in a later passage. 
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But "it is of the very essence of the doctrine of Christ 
that He by His cross has abolished all distinction between 
Jew and Gentile: that 'the middle wall of partition,' which 
God had aforetime interposed between the people of Israel 
and the heathen, has been taken away, and all national 
and racial differences between man and man have been 
abolished by His sacrificial death. The truth is so clearly 
set forth and so strongly emphasized in the New Testa
ment, it is so closely related to the cross and so mani
festly precious in the sight of God, that only by the plain
est statement of His word would we be warranted in be
lieving that He purposes to raise up again that partition 
wall, thus building again the things He has destroyed, and 
will bring a dispensation of 'a thousand years' duration 
conspicuously distinguished by the supremacy of Jews over 
Gentiles." 

In this argument, our brother's failure to distinguish 
between things that differ compels him to write what is 
unreal. Let us test his argument. 

It is true that in the Church—"the body of Christ"— 
no wall of partition separates Jew and Gentile. For this 
is new creation. And neither national, social, nor sexual 
distinctions have place in "new creation"; in it there is 
"neither Jew nor Gentile; bond nor free; male nor female." 
In a risen Christ there is this new creation (Gal. 6: 15; 
2 Cor. 5: 17), and we "are all one in Him." In Him all 
fleshly diversities disappear. 

None the less, in another aspect of the truth (as dis
tinguished from what is "new creation") we are taught 
that Trophimus is an "Ephesian," Aristarchus a "Mace
donian," Titus a "Greek," Paul a "Jew" and a "Roman." 
The apostle Peter rightly eats with the "Gentiles" in the 
Antioch assembly, but later wrongly withdraws from such 
contacts, and "other Jews dissemble" with him. We read 
of "masters" and "servants"; of Philemon a slave-owner; 
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of Onesimus a runaway slave, who is converted and re
turns to his master. We are told how the "men" are to 
pray everywhere, how the "women" are to dress. We read 
of husbands, wives, fathers, mothers, children, etc. 

All these relationships remain with Christians in their 
responsible condition in their present bodies, and will do 
so until the rapture or death. Manifestly this is to be 
distinguished from "new creation," although the apprehen
sion of the latter will powerfully sway the practical life 
of those in these present and continuing conditions. There
fore all that our brother contends for as having already 
taken place in new creation, in nowise obliterates the pres
ent distinctions we have alluded to, nor sets aside the fact 
that God will recognize "Jews" and "Gentiles" in the mil
lennial age. That age will not be exclusively "new crea
tion" any more than the present one. 

"The doctrine of a coming dispensation of earthly do
minion for the natural Israel to be shared (on a lower 
political plane) by Gentile nations is, as might be expected, 
very popular with the natural man. For in order to un
derstand and rejoice in the prospect thereof one needs 
not to be born again nor to be delivered from this present 
evil world and to have his citizenship in heaven, nor to 
receive a new heart and to be renewed in the spirit of his 
mind." 

A remark of this sort ought to put one on guard as to 
Mr. Mauro's statements; he is not always reliable as to 
matters of fact. His statement above is untrue. "The 
doctrine" in question is ridiculed by Modernists. They 
mock at the "literalistic" principle of interpretation of 
"Fundamentalists." Some of their shocking remarks along 
these lines are the completest refutation of the above as
sertion, and ought to have prevented its author from 
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making it. In this particular repudiation of truth, Mod
ernism and Romanism are of one mind, differ as they 
may on other matters. 

We may add, however, that if there are some uncon
verted Jews or Gentiles who "rejoice" in the "coming 
dispensation," it is because they do not "understand" it, 
not having had it properly brought to their attention. 

"When the promised Messiah of Israel came in lowly 
guise, preaching the kingdom which is 'not of this world,' 
which cometh not with ostentation and which none can 
see or enter except he be born again, He was despised, 
rejected, betrayed and crucified. Should we not therefore 
regard with suspicion that literalistic principle of inter
pretation of the Old Testament prophecies, which moti
vated the Jewish Sanhedrin in that day and which is ad
vocated by the dispensationalists in ours, it having been 
recorded for our enlightenment that it was 'because they 
knew Him not, nor yet the voices of the prophets which 
are read every Sabbath day, they have fulfilled them in 
condemning Him'" (Acts 13:27). 

This is another mistake. The Jewish Sanhedrin was 
not motivated in its rejection of Christ by its interpreta
tion of the Old Testament prophecies in a literal way. 
Far from it. To be sure, they would have been insensible 
to the transparent character of the Holy writings had 
they interpreted the promises otherwise than as literal 
statements. But the sin which swayed the Jewish Sanhe
drin consisted in something far more awful than a sup
posed mistake in assuming that something was literal 
which (Mr. Mauro thinks) ought to have been spirit
ualized. 

What motivated the Sanhedrin, in its condemnation of 
the "Messiah of Israel" come in lowly guise, was the pride 
that rejected the literal prophecies of the Man of sorrows 
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and His sufferings; of His literal death; and later of His 
literal resurrection; of His literal ascension to and session 
at the right hand of God. These literal prophecies were 
"fulfilled" in the Jewish Sanhedrin's condemnation of the 
blessed One who had come among them. 

But while rejecting these literal prophecies, they ac
cepted other prophecies of facts equally literal, prophecies 
which described the Messiah as a Man of war overthrow
ing the enemies of Israel, ascending the throne of His 
father David, and making Israel the Head and not the tail 
of mankind. Therefore they refused to understand that 
the reinstatement of the nation as described in the prophe
cies which they accepted, would be upon a redemptive 
basis as set forth in the prophecies which they rejected. 
Of course a people in such a frame of mind "knew Him 
not, nor yet the voices of the prophets which are read 
every Sabbath day." They certainly fulfilled them "in 
condemning Him." But the reason given for this by the 
apostle is the exact opposite from that given by Mr. M. 

"Do the Old Testament prophecies of blessing belong to 
the natural Israel or to the spiritual Israel? To 'the son 
of the bondwoman' or to 'the son of the freewoman'? To 
the earthly Jerusalem, 'that great city which spiritually 
is called Sodom and Egypt, where also our Lord was 
crucified' (Rev. 11:8), or to 'the Jerusalem which is 
above . . . which is the mother of us all'?" (Gal. 4: 26). 

The Old Testament promises in question belong to the 
"natural Israel" who will become the "spiritual Israel," 
but the spiritual blessings which Israel will enter upon by 
and by are already enjoyed in the Christian company. 

As to this present time it is shown, in the allegorical 
use of the Hagar and Sarah narrative, that the two women 
represent two covenants—the bondwoman, the Sinaitic 
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one, begetting children who are in bondage, answering to 
Jerusalem that now is; and the freewoman, "the Jerusalem 
above" (heavenly grace) begetting children who are not 
in bondage. The Jerusalem above is our "mother." That 
is to say, the heavenly system of divine grace which has 
laid hold of us has conceived and brought into being a 
generation which is in the liberty of sonship, a people 
who stand in grace and rejoice in the liberty wherewith 
Christ has made them free. They are "not under law but 
under grace." For the law could not conceive nor give 
birth to a generation which knows God revealed in His 
Son, a people who can address Him as Father, having 
received the Spirit of the Son; a people who respond un-
derstandingly and adoringly to His love. 

We may add that the rarity of allegory in the New 
Testament is significant; and it is to be noted that the 
allegorical application of Genesis 21 in Galatians 4 in no
wise interferes with the literal meaning of the incident 
referred to. There is no such thing in Scripture as the 
using of one part to nullify another part. That, however, 
is the method of the system that substitutes conflicting 
(because humanly conceived) allegories for the coherent 
and always harmonious statements of the Scriptures of 
truth. 

Commenting upon the text: "But ye are a chosen gener
ation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a peculiar peo
ple . . . which in time past were not a people but are now 
the people of God," Mr. Mauro criticizes a dissenter from 
his views, saying: "He 'writes precisely as if the Bible 
made mention of only one nation' that God had owned as 
His 'peculiar people' only one 'people of God,' and as if 
that nation and people was Israel after the flesh." And he 
wonders how this dissenter "closes his eyes to this 'Israel' 
which the New Testament presents so conspicuously, and 
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which it presents as—not a, but the people of God, an ex
pression which leaves no room for another people"! 

Thus after complaining about the writing that made 
mention of "only one people of God," our author does 
precisely that, only he selects another people. So much 
for his complaint. But may it not be asked: How is it 
that he closes his eye to the fact that, while it is the literal 
Israel the dissenter is alluding to (because that is the mat
ter under discussion), it is that Israel as born again? 

The apostle Peter's remark, concerning the natural 
Israel, "which in time past were not a people" (1 Pet. 
2: 10), refers to Hosea's declaration (in ch. 2:23) that 
God had disowned those whom He formerly owned. The 
prophet had been told to say unto them: "Not My peo
ple" (1 :9) . But he was further told to say unto them 
that after the execution of judgment upon them for their 
sin, they would be recognized as "Ammi"—"My people," 
having become "Ruhamah," the "object of mercy" (2: 1). 
That blessing, however (promised to the people who had 
been disowned), may be realized in this gospel era. For 
there is no spiritual blessing promised the natural Israel 
(disowned at present) that is not realized now in the 
Church. The people to whom the apostle Peter wrote his 
epistles, converted Jews "scattered throughout Pontus, 
Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia," were examples 
of this. 

But so far as not a, but "the people of God" in this 
gospel age is concerned, it is not in question, and the 
argument based upon it is a fallacy. For "the people of 
God" today are not the people discussed by the criticized 
dissenter, but the people of Israel so identified, seeing that 
both are the subject of Scripture testimony. 

Our author denies that the promise of the New Cove-
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nant in Jeremiah pertains "to the natural Israel and 
Judah," and objects to the statement that the new cove
nant "will be" made with that people (as if God had not 
said it in every conceivable form of language). Let us 
turn to the record and see how God states the matter. 

"I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, 
and with the house of Judah: Not according to the cove
nant that I made with their fathers in the day that I took 
them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt; 
which My covenant they brake, although I was an hus
band unto them, saith the Lord: But this shall be the 
covenant that I will make with the house of Israel; After 
those days, saith the Lord, I will put My law in their 
inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be their 
God, and they shall be My people. And they shall teach 
no more every man his neighbor, and every man his 
brother, saying, Know the Lord: for they shall all know 
Me, from the least of them unto the greatest of them, 
saith the Lord: for I will forgive their iniquity, and I 
will remember their sin no more" (Jer. 31: 31-34). 

Again: "Behold, I will gather them out of all coun
tries, whither I have driven them in Mine anger, and in 
My fury, and in great wrath; and I will bring them again 
unto this place, and I will cause them to dwell safely: 
and they shall be My people, and I will be their God: and 
I will give them one heart, and one way, that they may 
fear Me forever, for the good of them, and of their chil
dren after them: and I will make an everlasting covenant 
with them, that I may not turn away from them, to do 
them good; but I will put My fear in their hearts, that 
they shall not depart from Me" (Jer. 32:37-40). 

'7 will make an everlasting covenant with them, and 
their seed shall be known among the Gentiles, and their 
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offspring among the people; all that see them shall ac
knowledge them, that they are the seed which Jehovah 
hath blessed" (Isa. 61: 8, 9). 

"Moreover I will make a covenant of peace with them; 
it shall be an everlasting covenant with them: and I will 
place them, and multiply them, and will set My sanctuary 
in the midst of them for evermore. My tabernacle also 
shall be with them: yea, I will be their God, and they 
shall be My people. And the heathen shall know that I 
the Lord do sanctify Israel, when My sanctuary shall be 
in the midst of them for evermore" (Ezek. 37:26-28). 
"Then shall they know that I am the Lord their God, 
which caused them to be led into captivity among the 
heathen: but I have gathered them unto their own land, 
and have left none of them any more there" (Ezek. 
39:28). 

However, Mr. Mauro has ways of explaining that these 
prophecies had no reference to the literal Israel, and that 
the Christian company was in the mind of the Spirit when 
they were made; that we Christians are the house of 
Israel and the house of Judah spiritually. 

But Jehovah explains to Israel that the "new" cove
nant is not according to the covenant He "made with 
their fathers" in the day in which He "took them by the 
hand and brought them out of the land of Egypt." Was 
it then our fathers with whom the "old" covenant was 
made? Was it our fathers whom He took by the hand to 
bring out of the land of Egypt? Was it our fathers who 
broke the Covenant? And let us also ask: Was it our 
fathers who were penalized for this by being driven into 
"all countries" by Jehovah's anger, fury and wrath? And 
have we their children at last been gathered into our 
"own land"? Mr. Mauro appeals to the New Testament 
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to justify such an implication in a spiritual sense. We 
need hardly say that such an implication cannot be main
tained. For to arrive at it he cites God as using language 
in respect of Christians that is devoid of moral force, a 
thing impossible with God. 

If his interpretation of the passages cited is heeded, we 
must bid farewell to the fond belief that the Scriptures 
are written in terms suited to rational creatures. There is 
not the remotest hope that we may continue to quote a 
"Thus saith the Lord!" to sinners or saints, provided that 
either are disposed to search the Scriptures on any one 
subject it deals with, searching them for every reference 
to it, expecting to find that it is a coherent whole that 
fits together in every part, so that no ultimate interpre
tation is arrived at that compels a contravention of any 
one part. For although the Old Testament is interpreted 
in the light of the New Testament, we shall never find 
that the latter explains the former by nullifying it. 

It may be argued that since the fleshly mind cannot 
receive nor could ever search out the things which God 
has revealed to His people by the Spirit, therefore we 
ought to be prepared to find that the New Testament inter
pretation of Old Testament promises would differ from the 
"carnal" expectations of "literalistic" minds. But let us 
be assured of this: When God in His own way makes 
known to His people the things which the carnal mind 
could never have found out, He never does it in such a 
way as to shock the reason which He has given us, by 
contending for meanings in Scripture that would instantly 
be branded as trickery in human writings. And while 
protesting against it, we shudder at the meanness that 
would account it worthy of God, One who has actually 
declared that if He should overthrow the ordinances of 
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creation, then would He also "cast off all the seed of 
Israel for all that they have done" (Jer. 31:37), lan
guage without meaning unless applied to the people iden
tified in this way. We are therefore assured that the New 
Covenant will be made with the very people whose 
fathers received the Old one when brought by Jehovah 
out of Egypt. 

So far as Christians are concerned, God has blessed 
them "with every spiritual blessing in the heavenlies in 
Christ" (Eph. 1: 3. N. T.). This includes membership in 
the body of Christ, the members united by one Spirit to 
the Head in heaven and to the fellow-members upon 
earth. Nothing about this is taught in the Old Testament, 
it being a purpose "hid in God" during those early cen
turies (Eph. 3 :9) . It is the truth about a living organism 
called the Church. This truth is distinctively Christian. 

The New Covenant blessings are said to be the law 
written in the heart (new birth), and forgiveness of sins. 
Therefore when Christians speak today of possessing, on 
the principle of faith and in the power of the Spirit, the 
"spiritual" blessings which Israel will enter upon in the 
day of manifestation, they are merely saying that they 
are born of God and have received the forgiveness of their 
sins. But God has been pleased in His sovereign goodness 
and wisdom to bring them into the apprehension and 
enjoyment of more, as we have seen. 

However, the blood of the New Covenant is the foun
dation of every blessing, not merely among Christians in 
this era, or saints in the Millennium; but those of Old 
Testament times as well. God never had and never will 
have any other basis of blessing for mankind than the 
blood of Christ. We will meet no Moses, nor Samuel, nor 
Daniel in heaven on the basis of the Old Covenant (al-
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though they lived and died under it). They will be there1 

because of the blood of the New Covenant; they will be 
there because of Calvary; and so will we. These Old 
Testament saints possessed the blessings of new birth and 
forgiveness (Psa. 32: 1, 2, 5) before Jeremiah prophesied 
of them to Judah and Israel; because the blood of the 
New Covenant was going to be shed (Rom. 3:5) . We 
certainly enjoy them as knowing the One who has shed 
His blood. Israel by and by will enjoy these blessings 
more than their sainted fathers when they see HIM who 
will let them know the meaning of Calvary. 

"It is appropriate here to recall that the apostle Paul 
has interpreted Hosea's prophecy concerning God's future 
people as applying to the vessels of mercy which He had 
afore prepared unto glory, 'even us, whom He had called, 
not of the Jews only, but also of the Gentiles, As He saith 
also in Osee, I will call them My people, which were not 
My people' (Rom. 9: 24, 25). The words 'which were not 
My people' shut out the natural Israel and Judah, for 
they, and they only, were His people. And to this agree 
the words of the apostle, 'He is not a Jew who is one 
outwardly'" (Rom. 2:28). 

In securing for Himself "a people" at this present time, 
a spiritual generation "not of the Jews only, but also of 
the Gentiles" (Rom. 9: 24), acknowledged in the words: 
"I will call them My people, which were not My people" 
(v. 25), God reveals the scope and character of the gospel 
of His grace as now proclaimed. Within its scope was 
Paul, and so is any Jew or Gentile who believes. 

But Mr. Mauro misuses this when he says that the 
words "which were not My people" shut out the natural 
Israel and Judah, asserting that "they, and they only, 
were His people." For the apostle Paul uses the phrase 
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not merely to show how grace has opened the door to the 
Gentiles in this present era, but does so effectively be
cause God had commanded Hosea to say to Israel "Ye 
are not My people"; He had disowned them. But Hosea 
was also commanded to add: "In the place where it 
was said unto them, Ye are not My people, there it shall 
be said unto them, Ye are the sons of the living God" (v. 
10). Moreover He was to say: "I will give her the valley 
of Achor for a door of hope" (Hosea 2: 15); the very 
place where judgment had been executed upon Achan for 
the sin that brought distress upon Israel (Joshua 7: 
25, 26). Similarly, when judgment for Israel's sin is exe
cuted upon her, shall the "door of hope" be opened to 
her. Then shall Jehovah say to them "which were not 
My people" (as disowned), "Thou art My people" (as 
recovered), "and they shall say, Thou art My God" 
(Hosea 2: 23). 

Hence because of this divine principle of grace prophe
sied to Israel by their own Hosea, the apostle is directed 
of the Spirit to this Scripture to show that as God had 
promised in grace to acknowledge His disowned people 
(and grace is unmerited favor), surely they ought to see 
that He was announcing no new principle of action when 
He said to the Gentiles, who "were not" and never were 
His people: "I will call them My people, which were not 
My people." 

But the Jews were enraged at the manifestation of this 
grace to those who were not Jehovah's people. Never
theless they had the record of such an active principle in 
their own Scriptures, a manifestation of grace to be shown 
to themselves as a disowned people. Thus the present 
grace of the gospel was in principle the same in character 
as their own Hosea had told them would have to be shown 
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them in a day to come. Hence if the Jews opposed this 
in its present operation world-wide, they were closing their 
eyes to their own history and to the prophecies of their 
own Hosea. Being disowned as "not My people" by 
Jehovah, as having forfeited everything according to the 
flesh, they were closing their eyes to the character of the 
grace that would eventually obtain from among them a 
spiritual people unobtainable under the law. Thus does 
the apostle justify his activity in carrying out the divine 
will in the preaching. And he does it without contra
vening the promises and prophecies addressed to Israel in 
their Holy writings. 

That this is the force of the reference to Hosea is 
proved by the entire burden of testimony in three well-
known chapters: Romans 9-11. For in them the apostle 
shows (1) That although Israel (the "natural" Israel) 
had "stumbled," they had not stumbled that they should 
fall; that was not the purpose of it (11:11). That pur
pose overruled their fall to bring salvation to the Gentiles 
and provoke themselves to jealousy, for God had not given 
them up in a final way. (2) There had come upon them 
"blindness in part . . . until the fullness of the Gentiles 
be come in" (v. 25). This partial blindness was tem
porary. (3) The Deliverer would come out of Zion, and 
"turn away ungodliness from Jacob" (v. 26). (4) But 
this "Israel," this "Jacob," as considered in this gospel age, 
is charged with being "enemies" as "concerning the gos
pel"; although beloved "for the fathers' sake" (v. 28) "as 
touching the election," evidenced in the promises which 
nothing can make void. 

As regards "the election"—the people "beloved for the 
fathers' sakes"—a great work remains to be done. Their 
stubbornness under all circumstances has been unequalled; 
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their opposition to the gospel has persisted through the 
centuries. But God will ultimately have His way with 
them. His effectual dealing with them is well illustrated 
in the penalty executed upon Miriam for her opposition 
to the ways of God (Num. 12). For upon the arrival of 
Zipporah, the Gentile wife of Moses (whom Jethro her 
father brought with him to the camp of Israel, accom
panied by her two sons—Exod. 18), jealousy instantly 
flamed up in her heart, stirring her to influence her weak
er-willed brother Aaron in a bitter attack upon Moses. 
Her jealousy of Zipporah was typical of Jewish hostility 
to the grace now being shown to the nations in the gospel 
message; the same character of hostility exemplified in 
their rage against the apostle Paul who, when warned of 
the Lord that Jerusalem would not receive his message, 
declared he had been commanded to "Depart: for I will 
send thee far hence unto the Gentiles" (Acts 22). But so 
awful was the resentment at this statement, that his Jew
ish audience cast off their clothes, threw dust into the air, 
saying: "Away with such a fellow from the earth: for it 
is not fit that he should live." 

And just as Miriam was smitten with leprosy and shut 
out of the camp for seven days, becoming the subject of 
intercession by Moses, the movement of the entire camp 
being delayed until she had learned her lesson and sub
mitted to the ways of God; so has Israel remained spirit
ually stationary for nineteen centuries, making no move
ment according to the will of God; and will remain so 
until cleansed and delivered from opposition to the 
grace now manifested to all mankind, grace by virtue of 
the redemptive death of the One whom they rejected. 
When they learn that lesson, a new heart will be given 
them in answer to the intercession of the Lord for them; 
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then they will understand what their own Hosea 
prophesied. 

This recovery is variously portrayed in Scripture. As 
an example let us take the case of the veiling of the face 
of Moses (Exod. 34). We learn that it revealed the fear 
of the people at the fiery reminder of their legal obliga
tions, but also exhibited their inability to discern "the 
end" of that which is abolished (2 Cor. 3). They failed 
to learn their lesson under the "Schoolmaster" (Gal. 
3:24) and therefore rejected Christ. Consequently they 
are in darkness; "the veil is upon their heart." 

In the Exodus account of this we are told, however, 
that "till Moses had done speaking with them" the veil 
was upon his face, this being explained by Paul to rep
resent Israel with its face turned from the Lord and the 
veil on its heart. But, continues the apostle, When Moses 
ceased speaking with the people, and turned around to go 
"before the Lord," he took the veil off his face, this 
being explained to represent Israel seeking the face of the 
Lord and, having found it, the veil taken off their heart 
(2 Cor. 3:12-16). 

Manifestly Israel's rejection of their Messiah has 
brought to light divine resources of which we Gentiles 
are the immediate and chief beneficiaries. But more re
mains to be done. God will yet bring forward from the 
storehouse of His resources all that is necessary to the 
result desired in His ancient people. In His marvelous 
skill He will furnish Israel with the help that will be 
effective in securing results with such a people; for the 
very severity of the "shortened" days of "the time of 
Jacob's trouble" (Jer. 30: 7), accompanied by the divine 
protection of the elect, will act like a threshing floor in 
separating chaff from wheat (Matt. 3:12). It will bring 
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to light the true character of the "elect" of Israel, when 
the many of that people will have submitted to the blas
phemous demands of the "beast." 

But: "In the simplest and plainest words it is declared 
that 'He is not a Jew who is one outwardly' (Rom. 2: 28), 
from which it follows that if there were ten thousand 
promises in terms for 'the Jew' those who were Jews out
wardly would have no claim to the least of them." 

To which it is only necessary to reply that the Jews who 
will be blessed under the New Covenant will be Jews "out
wardly" and "inwardly," as Paul and other Jews of this 
gospel age were; as many Jews are today; and as many 
will be when ungodliness will be turned away from Jacob. 
Therefore our brother's words fall to the ground. 

An important question is now raised: "The Kingdom: 
is Christ reigning NOW?" To which it is added: "We 
regard it as one of the most disquieting features of the 
present confused state of the affairs of God's people that 
there are so many leaders and teachers among them who, 
while calling themselves 'Fundamentalists,' do strenuously 
oppose this truly 'fundamental' truth." 

We hope there are not "many" fundamentalists who 
oppose the truth of the Kingdom in its present character. 
But if there are many such, we can hardly be surprised 
when we witness the tragedy of one who, while rightly 
insisting upon its present existence during the gospel dis
pensation, denies its future existence during the thousand 
years' reign of Christ over the earth. We regard this lat
ter attitude as having much to do with the matter of di
verting attention from a proper recognition of the King
dom in its present form to an almost exclusive attention 
to its future one. Surely much blame for the "present 
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confused state of the affairs of God's people" lies at his 
door. 

The question raised regarding the doctrine of a present 
kingdom as opposed to that of a future one, we will en
deavor to answer by placing before the reader what the 
Scriptures say about both. 

As to the former doctrine, we learn that when the 
Pharisees demanded of the Lord when the kingdom of 
God should come, He replied: "The kingdom of God 
cometh not with observation [not in manifest display]: 
neither shall they say, Lo here! or, lo there! for, behold, 
the kingdom of God is within [among] you" (Luke 
17:20). Thus He could say: "If I with the finger of 
God cast out devils [demons], no doubt the kingdom of 
God is come upon you" (Luke 11:20). This power, 
vested in Christ, and superior to Satanic power, was the 
evidence of the presence of the kingdom of God upon the 
earth when the Lord was here. But the world discerned 
neither this nor who He was, the religious leaders attrib
uting the exorcising of demons to Satan. 

But some "thought that the kingdom of God should 
immediately appear," that is, that it should be in public 
display (Luke 19: 11-15). But the Lord showed that this 
was not to be its form then, nor during His session in 
heaven. It would be invisible, except to jaith. Hence He 
describes a certain nobleman who "went into a far country 
to receive for Himself a kingdom and to return." In the 
meantime he gives ten pounds to ten servants whom he 
charges to "Occupy till I come." But his citizens, hating 
him, send a message after him, saying, "We will not have 
this man to reign over us." 

Thus our Lord, rejected by the world (even although 
reigning in the hearts of those who love Him), has gone 
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to heaven. And while He is there, those who "received 
Him not" when He came to them send "a message after 
Him" (by Stephen whom they stoned) confirming their 
rejection of Him. 

However, when He returns "having received the king
dom" in the form in which it will "immediately appear" 
at His own "appearing" in glory, He exercises judgment 
upon His "enemies" who had refused His authority, and 
has them slain (Luke 19: 11-27). Today, however, our 
Lord is turning enemies into friends. 

What we ought to see is that when the King presented 
Himself to Israel, He was not seeking a throne by human 
suffrage; His kingdom was not of this world. Indeed, 
when impenitent sinners of Israel, although temporarily 
amazed at His feeding of the people with bread (Psa. 
132: 15), came "by force to make Him a King," He 
withdrew to desolate places. For He WAS King by virtue 
of who He was. The Creator of the universe could never 
be less than King in any part of His creation. The mo
ment He drew breath here, King He was, and all the 
rights of kingship were vested in Him. No question of 
"treason" could be rightly raised in His holy presence. 
Thus we may note that the inquiry of the wise men from 
the east was: "Where is He that is born King of the 
Jews?" (Matt. 2 :2) . Thus, later, the daughter of Zion 
is told: "Behold, thy King cometh unto thee, meek, and 
sitting upon an ass, and a colt the foal of an ass" (Matt. 
21: 5; Zech. 9 :9) . This presentation of the King to Israel 
did not take place in the middle of Daniel's 70th week 
(as has been asserted by some), but immediately prior to 
the conclusion of the 69th week (Dan. 9: 25), when He 
was "cut off." "According to Daniel 9:25, sixty-nine 
sevens of prophetic years were to elapse between the issu-
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ing of the edict to rebuild the city, and 'Messiah the 
Prince'; and the period from 1st Nisan in the twentieth 
year of Artaxerxes (Neh. 2: 11) to 'Palm Sunday,' when 
our Lord made His public entry into Jerusalem (Luke 
19: 36-38), was exactly 173,880 days (equals 60 by 7 by 
360)." (Sir Robert Anderson.) But Daniel had prophe
sied of the Messiah as "cut off, but not for Himself" (9: 
26). Certainly our Redeemer knew that the kingdom 
would not be restored to Israel except upon the basis of 
His atonement for their sins; but, whatever the way 
taken to this end, and whatever the time required in the 
Father's purpose, King He was even when "cut off." True, 
in His wonderful life He raised no political issue, and 
counselled submission to Caesar (Matt. 22: 17-21), having 
refused to be made a King. For the issue necessarily 
raised by His presence among men was the sin issue, and 
this was continually in evidence. The very meekness and 
lowliness seen in Him, His obedience to the Father's will 
which revealed His patience as a Shepherd-King and His 
competency to rule, but exposed Israel's blindness of heart 
in their inability to appreciate what they saw in Him. 

For the appeal to Israel consisted in a test as to whether 
they would recognize who it was that had come among 
them, and accept Him as such. In this appeal He fur
nished them with those "miracles and wonders and signs" 
that demonstrated He was that King of that glorious 
kingdom on earth which their Holy Writings had de
scribed in such fullness of detail. For the Old Testament 
presentation of the kingdom is that aspect which describes 
it in manifested power and glory; that phase of it which 
reveals God's purpose concerning the earth and in respect 
of Israel and the Gentile nations. 

But they were not interested in One who would take 
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His power in the Joseph way, in the David way, the way 
of rejection first and of glory afterward; of One who must 
suffer before entrance into glory. However He offered 
HIMSELF to them, and with streaming cheeks tells them 
how ready He was to gather them together under His 
protection, as a hen gathereth her chickens under her 
wings, but they "knew not the day of their visitation"; 
they realized not that their King had been among them. 

As to Himself personally, He says: "They hated Me 
without a cause," and we are told they "denied" Him 
in the presence of Pilate (Acts 3:13), repudiating Him 
as their King. They said: "We have no king but Caesar." 
They said: "If thou let this man go, thou art not Caeesar's 
friend: whosoever maketh himself a king speaketh against 
Caesar" (John 19: 12). There was a hidden threat in 
these words. We see, moreover, that to gain their own 
ends, they cunningly confined as much as possible the 
"blasphemy" accusation to the palace of Caiaphas, and 
in Pilate's court falsely sought to give the impression that 
the issue was political. And while it is probable that 
Pilate, angry at the chief priests for outmaneuvering him 
into submission to their will, ironically wrote the super
scription that angered them, saying: "Jesus of Nazareth 
the King of the Jews!" it is nevertheless true that he 
served the purpose of God in so doing. For what he did 
in his official capacity as the representative of Caesar was 
to announce, in languages that encircled the world, that 
the legal reason for the crucifixion of Jesus was the fact 
that He was a King. And pliant though He had been in 
the matter of the crucifixion, he was adamant as to the 
superscription, as the chief priests discovered when they 
sought to have him alter its wording. Thus did God over
rule the Gentile world-dominion in testimony to the kingly 
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rights vested in the crucified One, even although denied 
Him. 

But "There were other phases of the kingdom awaiting 
revelation, and which only suitably came out in connec
tion with the presence of the King Himself and the 
accomplishment of those circumstances prophetically re
vealed concerning Him, including His rejection and en
thronement in heaven. These were the new things (Matt. 
13:52), as the former were the old. Both have their 
place in relation to the kingdom, and all will be perfectly 
accomplished in due course. Now, in the light of the New 
Testament, we know what that course really is, and what 
was really in view according to God's mind" (Bloore). 

Hence what we learn is that, whatever Jewish expecta
tions may have been, for the present the kingdom was 
not to be in public display. It would take the form of 
bringing lawless sinners under the sway of God through 
their submission to Jesus as Lord. But to the world this 
is an invisible kingdom, and even the effects of its presence 
here, great spiritual reality as it is, are misunderstood or 
denied. A worldling will say: "Show me that kingdom!" 
And if we reply: "You need to have your eyes opened, 
you need faith!" he will laugh and say: "I thought you 
would say something like that!" But when the Father 
decides to "restore the kingdom to Israel," no one will 
say: "Show me that kingdom!" Everyone will be aware 
of its existence and sensible of its authority. 

It is clear then that the rejection of the King did not 
prove that the Kingdom in display and glory was a sur
mise based upon a misapprehension of Bible terms, and 
that the kingdom (properly understood) was simply the 
rule of Christ in hearts brought under His gracious sway. 
Far from it. So much so that when the disciples ask the 
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risen Lord: "Wilt Thou at this time restore again the 
kingdom to Israel?" He does not reply that there will be 
no such restoration, but said: "It is not for you to know 
the times or the seasons, which the Father hath put in 
His own power" (Acts 1:6). He would furnish no date 
as to that restoration. 

The fact is that righteousness insists that such a restora
tion must take place in the very region where the King 
had been so misused, and that the people who mistreated 
Him shall honor Him as publicly as they set Him at 
nought. This is a moral necessity. Any loyal wife whose 
husband had been slandered in and expelled from a given 
community, would never be satisfied until he was rein
stated and honored in that very place, and as publicly. 
Similarly, as respects His Son, the Father has decided that 
this will take place when He sends back His Son to this 
very earth for that purpose; nor could aught less satisfy 
the hearts of "those who love His appearing." There is 
something cold and alienated in the disposition that fails 
to realize the righteousness of this. 

Turning now to what Matthew says as to the kingdom 
of heaven, we may see its moral aspect in chapters 5-7; 
its "mysteries" in chapter 13; and its future display in 
might (as patterned in the Transfiguration) in chapter 
17. But the two latter could not possibly be found run
ning side by side at the same time. 

It may be remarked that at "the power and coming of 
our Lord Jesus Christ" as exhibited at the Transfigura
tion, where three apostles "were eyewitnesses of His 
majesty" on the Holy Mount (2 Pet. 1: 16), Matthew 
the evangelist of the King says: "His face did shine as 
the sun" (17: 2), the Ruler of the day in the splendor and 
beneficence of His Kingship. Mark, the evangelist who 
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presents the Lord in His Servant character, emphasizes 
the thoroughness of His workmanship, that of the One 
who introduces "the kingdom of God with power"; it is 
irresistible, for He does "all things well." In Luke, who 
portrays Him as being all that Man could be for God, 
we are told that it was "as He prayed" that He was trans
figured, and that "the Kingdom of God" was manifested, 
a kingdom that maintains the rights of God, and where 
man finds his proper place. 

But let us consider what is said about "The mysteries 
of the kingdom of heaven" in Matthew 13. The term 
"mysteries" discloses that Old Testament writers knew not 
that evil would find its way into the kingdom, and that, 
once admitted, its attempted expulsion would be forbidden. 
For those whose unwatchfulness permitted its entrance 
would be unable to distinguish in all cases between the 
true and the false. Rome assumed to be able to make the 
proper distinction, but pulled up some wheat. Now that 
the tares are among the wheat, we must leave them there 
until "the end of the age." 

The subject before us is a large one, but we will only 
treat of it sufficiently to place the matter before those 
who may not have considered it. Let us say that the ex
pressions "Kingdom of Heaven," "Kingdom of God," 
"Kingdom of the Son," "The Father's Kingdom," refer to 
the same Kingdom, but describe different aspects thereof. 
As to the first two, let us compare the following Scriptures: 

Matt. 13:31. Mark 4: 30, 31. Luke 13: 18,19. 
" 13:11. " 4:11. " 8:10. 
" 13:33. " 13:20,21. 
" 19: 14. " 10: 14. " 18: 16. 
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"The Kingdom of the Son" is variously named and 
referred to in twenty-three places, three of which treat of 
it as present, the others as future. In Matthew 13: 41 it 
is identified with the Kingdom of Heaven (see vers. 24-
30). Similarly in Matthew 16:28, "The Son of man com
ing in His kingdom" (patterned in the Transfiguration) is 
shown in Mark 9: 1 and in Luke 9: 27 to be "The King
dom of God." 

The Father's Kingdom (Matt. 13:43) is referred to 
four times, and always in the future. In Matthew 5-7, 
where the laws of the Kingdom are shown, it is revealed 
that that Kingdom is also the Father's (Matt. 6: 10,13), 
and "the Kingdom of God" (Matt. 6:31-33; Luke 12: 
30-32). 

(In saying this, it may be observed that, while agreeing 
with some notes in the "Scofield Bible" as to the distinc
tive force of each of the terms referred to, the present 
writer does not agree that these terms indicate that any 
of them are different Kingdoms.) 

Dwelling then briefly upon the subject as in Matthew 
13, we find it reveals evil agencies at work to hinder the 
work of the Son of man as a sower of seed, but we learn 
that He secures good results nevertheless, some bearing 
"an hundred fold, some sixty fold, some thirty fold." In 
this it is shown how He "established His kingdom, not 
in power exercised in righteousness and in judgment, but 
by testimony to the hearts of men, and left as a system 
of truth to the faithfulness and the care of men" (Darby). 
But men slept. The result is shown in some of the simili
tudes of the kingdom succeeding this preparatory work 
of the Sower. Thus, to quote another: 

"In process of time it came to pass incidentally that 
mixed assemblages of true and nominal Christians were 
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formed . . . which our Lord describes in several of His 
parables as the present condition of the kingdom of 
heaven. . . . In the true kingdom itself, regarded as the 
divinely constituted sphere of God's holy rule, no such 
admixture could for a moment be recognized. 'For the 
kingdom of God is not meat and drink; but righteousness, 
and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost' (Rom. 14: 17). . . . 
And although the tares or nominal Christians cannot be 
considered as forming any part of the real kingdom of 
God, yet the circumstances arising out of their professing 
to be followers of Christ, and claiming to be called 
Christian while outwardly assuming the position and 
responsibilities of servants of Christ, are all taken into 
account in the representation of the Kingdom of God or 
of the kingdom of Heaven, which we have in the gospels 
. . . in the parables. . . . In Matthew 13 we have a clear 
and circumstantial representation of the kingdom of 
heaven as it now exists, showing the effects that would 
be produced by, and the results that would follow, the 
proclamation of the kingdom through the preaching of 
the gospel" (Savage). 

Thus the Lord puts into the kingdom of heaven "the 
children of the kingdom," who alone have the right to be 
there. But He also declares that "while men slept" an 
"enemy" came and "sowed tares among the wheat"; tares 
are called "the children of the wicked one" (Matt. 13: 
24-30; 37-42); the devil thus mingling his children with 
the children oj the kingdom. This anomalous condition 
continues until "the time of harvest" when the Lord will 
send forth His angels "and they shall gather out oj His 
kingdom all things that offend, and them which do 
iniquity" (v. 41). Only those who are born again have 
place properly in the kingdom. 
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We shall now confine our remarks to the exclusively 
divine side of this matter, considering what is said respect
ing the children of the kingdom. 

Turning to Colossians 1: 13, 14, we learn that the Father 
hath "delivered us from the power [authority] of dark
ness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of His dear 
Son." Thus we learn that we have been rescued from an 
evil authority that ruled us by darkening our minds, and 
have been brought under a good authority even into the 
kingdom of the Father's dear Son, where the Father's love 
for His Son rests with complacency upon those who have 
submitted themselves to His Son. 

Coming now to Romans 14: 17, 18, we discover the 
present character of the kingdom of God as wrought out 
in the lives of its subjects, as it is written: "The kingdom 
of God is not meat and drink; but righteousness, and 
peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost. For he that in these 
things serveth Christ is acceptable to God, and approved 
of men." 

We also learn from Acts 20:25 and 28:31 that this 
kingdom was the subject of apostolic preaching. This does 
not confound Paul's preaching of it with the preaching of 
"the gospel of the kingdom" as in Matthew 24: 14. The 
latter will be a proclamation that the King is coming to 
take His earthly throne, and a message to get ready for 
His reception. This must be preached "in all the world 
for a witness unto all nations, and then shall the end 
come." 

But it may be asked: What was the nature of the 
apostle's preaching of the kingdom of God? Was it 
limited to enlightening men as to its future character, or 
did it include testimony to its present character? The 
passages cited show that it included testimony to its 
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present character, and was addressed to both Jews and 
Gentiles. But what would he say? it might be asked. He 
would say what every one who preaches the gospel of the 
grace of God says in greater or lesser measure. For in
stance, in pointing out to sinners that "sin is lawlessness" 
(1 John 3: 4. N.T.), he would show how their relations 
with God had been broken. The sinner had repudiated 
the control, the government of God. As has often been 
said, the sinner is like a planet broken away from the 
control of the sun (lawless) and on the way to destruc
tion, unless recovered and brought under control. But he 
would also show how the character of God in respect of 
sin had been vindicated at the cross by His glorious Son, 
and that HE was now triumphant over the power of the 
enemy, having "annuled him"; that in Him was vested 
the authority of God. Hence if poor sinners turned to 
Him in the faith of their hearts (thus submitting to Him), 
they would be rescued from their peril by being brought 
under the control of divine grace. Let any such person 
open his mouth and confess Jesus as Lord, believing in 
his heart that God had raised Him from the dead, and 
he would be "saved" (Rom. 10: 9). Thus did Paul preach 
the kingdom, and helpless lost sinners were rescued from 
the clutch of sin and Satan, and brought into the kingdom 
of God. 

Now let us turn to another view of the kingdom as it 
now is. Let us visit the aged John, a prisoner in the island 
of Patmos. What is he saying? He is saying: "I John, 
who also am your brother, and companion in tribulation, 
and in the kingdom and patience of Jesus Christ, was in 
the isle that is called Patmos, for the word of God, and 
for the testimony of Jesus Christ" (Rev. 1:9). A scoffer 
might have said: "You are in no such kingdom; you are 
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in a convict station!" Nevertheless John was in that King
dom. As linked to the unseen Christ in heaven he was 
being supported by divine power in loyalty to the King 
and enabled to testify to His rights in the face of the 
enemy's rage wielded through the Roman empire. And 
how effectively and triumphantly he served the interests of 
the King in writing the book of Revelation in the very 
den of the enemy's usurped power. But this kingdom was 
invisible; it did not come with observation; and even the 
effects of its existence were not understood nor identified 
except by those whose eyes had been opened and who 
were themselves subjects in that kingdom. That kingdom 
is the rule or the effect of the rule of Christ in hearts 
attached to Him in glory, enabling them to confess His 
name and stand for His cause. But the power that wrought 
in John to this end was not power to arrest the forces that 
imprisoned him, but to give "patience" to testify and 
suffer while awaiting (along with Christ) the time of His 
manifestation when He would use His power to remove 
the forces of evil in manifest control upon the earth. In 
that day loyal subjects will no longer be in convict sta
tions. For He who is now using His authority to give 
eternal life to as many as the Father has given Him (1 
John 17: 3) will then use it in annuling all who oppose 
His rule. 

But: "It was foretold of Him that the Lord would send 
the rod (or sceptre) of His strength out of Zion; that He 
should rule in the midst of His enemies, and that His 
people should be willing in the day of His power (Psa. 
110: 2, 3). We have His own word for it that all power 
is given Him in heaven and earth. God has sent the rod 
of His strength, 'the Spirit of power' (2 Tim. 2:7), out 
of Zion where His throne is. His people are 'willing!' It 
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is the whosoever wills that are saved. . . . He is reigning 
in the midst of His enemies; for His willing people; those 
who willingly take His yoke upon them and learn of Him, 
who willingly obey 'the law of Christ,' are surrounded by 
the enemies of Christ, both human enemies and also prin
cipalities and powers of evil." 

There is only sufficient truth in this statement to mis
lead the unwary. The part of it that is true is a simple 
confession of the grace and salvation which Christians 
realize by faith. 

The present place of Christ in glory, guarantee as it is 
of His earthly glory to come, does not yet display Him 
in it. He is seated upon the Father's throne until the time 
arrives when He will get His own. "We see not yet all 
things put under Him" (Heb. 2:8)—not "yet," but we 
shall in God's time. Visible display, however, is not the 
character of this present gospel epoch. If the manifesta
tion of the King belonged to this epoch, there would be no 
"heavenly calling" (Heb. 3 : 1 ; Eph. 1: 18). There would 
merely be the proclamation of the "principles upon which 
the present age is established." But today our calling is 
to the place where our Lord is for the present. Hence as 
attached to Him there, we can say: We are delighted and 
very "willing" to take His yoke upon us; we are glad to 
testify while here upon earth to the earth-rejected but 
glory-crowned Christ; we gladly do so before His display 
in majesty and might. Surely our Lord expects this and, 
seeing it, appreciates it. What possible use would there 
be in our presence upon the earth were there no effect 
produced in us equal to that to be seen in Israel by and by? 

Nevertheless the visible form of the "rule" before the 
writer of this psalm (110) may be seen in its opening words: 
"The Lord said unto my Lord, sit thou at My right hand, 
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until I make Thine enemies Thy footstool" (v. 1). That 
day had not arrived yet. For then is fulfilled the words: 
"Thou hast also given me the necks of mine enemies; that 
I might destroy them that hate Me" (Psa. 18: 40). This 
is no description of the present grace of reconciliation 
through the Gospel, but of the execution of judgment upon 
enemies. The Christian company is never described as 
"the footstool" of Christ; it is His "body and His bride." 

But when the "man of sin" shows his hand, God will 
send His Son to destroy him and his following (2 Thess. 
2: 3-12). He will then ascend the seat of His power in 
Zion, whence shall go out to earth's remotest bounds His 
holy law. David-like, He will break up and destroy all 
misrule and disobedience to the wise and beneficent laws 
of God, and Solomon-like He will establish peace upon 
earth. Then, and not before, shall His enemies become 
His footstool. 

In that day His rule will not merely take the form (pic
tured by our brother) of subduing individuals here and 
there, while leaving the world-system free to oppress the 
righteous; He will govern it so effectually that there will 
be no longer devout witnesses like John in convict sta
tions. "Zion" will then no longer be as now simply the 
symbol of Christ's gracious sway in the hearts of a com
paratively few; it will be Zion literal and visible, the 
seat of the government this world shall experience for a 
thousand years. In that day Jehovah's people, to whom 
He came and by whom He was rejected (John 1:11), 
shall be willing. For their redeemer will then "pour upon 
the house of David, and upon the inhabitants of Jeru
salem the spirit of grace and of supplications; and they 
shall look upon Me whom they have pierced, and they 
shall mourn for Him, as one mourneth for his only Son, 
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and shall be in bitterness for him as One that is in bitter
ness for his firstborn. In that day shall there be a great 
mourning in Jerusalem, as the mourning of Hadadrimmon 
in the valley of Megiddon" (Zech. 12:10, 11). "The 
Lord also shall roar out of Zion, and utter His voice from 
Jerusalem; and the heavens and the earth shall shake: 
but the Lord will be the hope of His people, and the 
strength of the children of Israel. So shall ye know that 
I am the Lord your God dwelling in Zion, My holy moun
tain" (Joel 3: 16, 17). "The sons also of them that 
afflicted thee shall come bending unto thee; . . . and they 
shall call thee The city of the Lord, the Zion of the Holy 
One of Israel. . . . And out of Zion shall go forth the 
law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem" (Isa. 60: 
14; 2 :3) . And, says Jehovah: "I will make her that 
halted a remnant, and her that was cast off a strong 
nation: and the Lord shall reign over them in Mount 
Zion from henceforth, even for ever" (Micah 4 :7) . 

We quote here, however, from another pamphlet entitled 
"THAT THE WORLD MAY BELIEVE," seeing it fur
ther elaborates upon the subject and had better be 
considered here. In it Mr. Mauro says: "The Christians of 
. . . early centuries could truthfully have sung: 'We are 
not divided; all one body we'; whereas we of these latter 
days, though professing the same 'faith and doctrine,' can
not rightly do so. For 'the unity of the Spirit' has not 
been kept. It is no longer in manifestation. On the con
trary, the aspect which Christianity now presents to a 
skeptical world is disunity. . . . What then can we do? 
. . . The fact that the unity of the Spirit once existed, 
and for a long time continued in existence despite power
ful opposing influences, fully warrants our confident belief 
in the possibility of its reattainment. . . . Are we then 
willing? Among the Father's promises to His anointed 
Priest-King, at the time of His enthronement in heaven, 
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is this: 'Thy people shall be WILLING in the day of Thy 
power' (Psa. 110: 3). And now is the day of His power. 
For He Himself declared, when about to ascend to His 
Father's throne, 'All power is given unto Me in heaven 
and on earth, Go ye therefore . . .'" 

Thus our brother deplores the sectarianism of Chris
tians during the greater part of the Church's history. But 
he hopes his remarks on unity may be heeded and that 
the "unity" of a former day may be re-attained. Hence 
he asks: "Are we then willing?" 

Having taught that the Christian company is, and has 
been for nineteen centuries, the "willing" people of Psalm 
110, he now asks: "Are we then willing" to give attention 
to what the Lord says respecting that "unity" which lies 
so very near to His heart, as the prayer in John 17 
proves? Whereupon he asserts that we have not been 
willing to do any such thing during the greater part of 
the gospel centuries. In this way he demonstrates that his 
failure to properly identify the "people" of Psalm 110 
compels him to write confusion. 

But let us turn to the Psalm once again and see who 
the people are whom it describes. Evidently they are a 
people whom Scripture characterizes by a denned un-
willingness, but a people in whom there is going to be 
wrought a great change, as follows: "Thy people shall 
be willing in the day of Thy power." Who then are the 
MM-willing people who in some sense are identified as "Thy 
people," who are going to become willing? We read, in 
John 1: 11, of a people identified in these words: "He 
came unto His own." But they were not willing to receive 
Him because He came not in military power to overthrow 
the Romans and reinstate them politically. That people 
were Israel. 
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But the Scriptures teach that a remnant of that people 
in a future day, refusing to follow the main body of their 
countrymen in submission to the demands of "the beast" 
for divine honors, and who will therefore bring upon 
themselves the ferocity of the anti-God and anti-Christ 
regime, will be delivered by the "Appearing" of their 
Messiah in power to overthrow the blasphemous kingdoms 
of this world, and set up a kingdom wherein the authority 
of God is maintained (Rev. 19:11-20:6; Dan. 2:44). 
In result the chronically w«-willing people shall be mani
fested before the world as "willing." So evident will this 
be that it will not be necessary to argue the point, and 
to explain to them that they really are the willing people 
of Psalm 110. Nor will any writer be asking them if they 
are willing to give some attention to the subject of "unity"; 
adding that he can furnish evidence that they have not 
been willing to do so during the greater part of the epoch 
to which they belong; but that if they heed what he says 
on the subject, there is no reason why they should not 
become willing at last, and regain the unity of lost cen
turies. There will be no booklets of that nature in circu
lation when Psalm 110 is fulfilled. On the contrary, the 
"willing" people of that day will be demonstrating "How 
good and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together 
in unity" (Psa. 133), and will be able to say truthfully: 
"We are not divided!" using language which our brother 
says "cannot rightly" be used today. 

"It should suffice to correct this erroneous view concern
ing the future kingdom of glory, that 'the nations of them 
which are saved' are not seen in 'the thousand years' of 
Revelation 20, but in 'the new heavens and earth' of 
chapter 21." 
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Nothing will "suffice" to make us believe that enemies 
of God will have put into their hands a plausible reason 
enabling them to say they are aware of large sections of 
Scripture which mislead, seeing they do not mean what 
the terms convey to ordinary people; that the many and 
varied assurances in prophetic, geographical, and historical 
detail and background respecting the divine dealing in 
"the future kingdom and glory" are not literal, and are 
not a coherent and consistent set of statements. 

Quite comfortable about this, however, Mr. Mauro 
thinks his view of the chronological position of Revela
tion 21 "should suffice" to prove that the Bible affirma
tions of that future kingdom and glory for "a thousand 
years" have been misunderstood, and that there will be 
no such kingdom and glory upon this earth where the 
rightful King was so mistreated. 

However, instead of finding that his view of Revelation 
21 suffices to prove his theory, we are assured that if it 
necessitated the repudiation of the future "kingdom and 
glory," that very necessity would be infallible proof that 
his view of its chronology was incorrect. There are some, 
however, who think with him that the book of Revelation 
is chronological, but who do not therefore conclude that 
that compels them to adopt the theory of no "future king
dom and glory" on this earth. 

Be that as it may, we do not think that the book of 
Revelation is chronological, and submit our reasons for 
this by simply stating how we regard its arrangement. 
Beginning with the parenthetic chapter seven, we have a 
description of a Gentile multitude in millennial blessed
ness (7:9-17) whereupon (8-11: 18) the narrative reverts 
to premillennial times, supplies details that had been 
passed over in the earlier narrative, after which John 
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proceeds again to the millennium. Putting it in the 
words of another: "The seventh seal is opened, and the 
book as a whole is open to view. This seventh seal we 
find includes the seven trumpets. Six trumpets are 
sounded, and there is again a parenthetical portion, in
cluding chapters ten and eleven to verse fourteen. At the 
conclusion of this parenthesis the seventh trumpet brings 
us to the end of all things. Chronologically we are as 
far on when we reach chapter eleven, verse eighteen, as 
when we reach the Great White Throne in chapter 
twenty" (Ironside). 

We may also add that after chapter eleven, verse eight
een, the writer returns to a further unfolding of things 
not previously mentioned, taking eight more chapters to 
do so, after which he once more arrives at the millennial 
reign of Christ (Rev. 19: 11-20: 6), but now continuing 
the vision to "the new heavens and new earth" (Rev. 
21: 1-8). After which, as is the manner of the narrator, 
he goes back again to a description of things in "the 
thousand years." 

Thus it is during the thousand years that the doings of 
"the nations of them that are saved" are seen. Hence, as 
far on as chapter 22, "the tree of life" is said to furnish 
leaves "for the healing of the nation." But all will be 
"new creation" in the new heavens and new earth. All in 
the vast universe of divine blessing will be founded upon 
redemption; all will be derived from and be descriptive 
of Christ; all will be in the power of the Spirit of God. 
There will be nothing of the "flesh" in the new heavens 
and new earth; there will be no sickness that requires 
"healing" there. So that the very least we can say about 
our brother's view of Revelation 21 is: It does not at all 
"suffice" for the purpose intended by him. 
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"I attribute the lamentable paucity of the results of 
gospel preaching in this twentieth century to the success 
of the 'Fundamentalists' in converting so many to the idea 
that the kingdom of God has been postponed to a future 
generation." 

If there are many such converts, we hope they will 
give attention to what Scripture says concerning the pres
ent character of the kingdom of God, even although stum
bled by our brother's denial of its future display in glory. 
We hope they will not make his mistake in using the 
fact of the kingdom in its present form to shut out the 
Bible teaching of its future form. 

But referring to the reason assigned for "paucity" of 
results in gospel preaching, we are certain that any with 
a bias differing from our brother's would suggest other 
causes, each citing his opinion according to the theory 
he wished to forward. But it is surely a very pronounced 
bias that urged the selection of his reason for paucity, 
when there are so many real ones. 

We would say, for instance, that the decline in the 
sense of the imminence of the Lord's coming for His peo
ple has been a cause of decline in energy. 

Some think that the radio has injured the spiritual 
tone even of Christians, and that there are not many who 
have sufficient self-control to be trusted with a radio, lis
tening in, as they may be tempted to do, to injurious con
tacts. For the radio is not "heavenly." And while many 
an invalid has been comforted by sound teaching over 
the air, we regret to say that we hear of some who have 
practically given up "the assembling of themselves to
gether" and who get all their preaching by radio. 

In a recent conversation with an evangelist, we were 
told that on the previous Sunday he had preached to not 
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fewer than a thousand people; but he added that he 
doubted if five per cent of his audience were unconverted. 
He explained that what happens very often is, that when 
a preacher is advertised to speak in some central building, 
a large number of the Christians in the various local 
Churches attend the meetings and pack the building. But 
where are the mixed audiences that formerly could be 
persuaded to attend, as, for instance, in Moody's day? 
They are at the "shows." 

As to our brother's explanation of "paucity," he is sim
ply astray as to the facts in the case; to us he appears 
to be seldom reliable as to matters of fact, and seems to 
permit his prejudice to cloud his vision of things. 

Nevertheless it is a fact that, however limited "the 
results of Gospel preaching in the twentieth century" may 
be, a large proportion of them are found among the 
"Fundamentalists" whom he assails so often because they 
do not hold his theories. It is also a fact that there is 
considerable "paucity" where his ideas prevail. 

To which it may be added: The Modernism that is 
eating out the heart of much present-day preaching; that 
speaks unbelievingly of the "literalistic" principle of in
terpretation of dispensationalists for believing what God 
says regarding the literal virgin birth and sacrificial death 
of our Redeemer; His literal resurrection; His literal ascen
sion to and session at God's right hand; His literal descent 
into the air to translate His redeemed people to meet Him 
in the air in bodies of glory like His own; and the literal 
establishment of His kingdom in visible display where He 
had been despised and rejected of men, displacing the 
apostate earth kingdoms—all these have a great deal to 
do with forming the minds of audiences that at one time 
had some general respect for the veracity of Scripture, 
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but who are now cynical and skeptical. We believe these 
things have much to say as to "paucity" of the "results 
of gospel preaching in this twentieth century." 

AN EXPLANATION FROM MR. MAURO 

We have now arrived at a stage in this review where 
it is necessary to go back a little and examine at some 
length the explanation given as to what it is that our 
brother is attacking in his writings. He says that his 
booklet dealing with "Dispensationalism" 

"Was written in response to a request from a brother 
in the Lord associated with those known as 'Brethren' who 
found himself the object of criticism by an accredited 
teacher among the 'Brethren.' This teacher had avowed 
his acceptance of the 'dispensational teaching brought out 
by Brethren about 100 years ago.' " To which Mr. Mauro 
replied that "It really matters little when this system of 
doctrine was brought out, or by whom; the all important 
question being, Is it in accordance with the Scriptures? 
Nevertheless it is desirable that we should not be in error 
as to the time and the agents of its origin. I therefore 
state that, according to the best information I have been 
able to obtain after diligent inquiry, modern dispensation
alism [note the word "modern"] was not brought out 
about 100 years ago, nor was it brought out by those 
known as 'Brethren.' So far as I can find it had no exist
ence as a formulated and recognized system of doctrine 
until the publication of the 'Scofield Bible' something over 
thirty years ago." . . . As to those known as Brethren, he 
says: "The best known and most spiritual leaders of the 
movement — as Darby, Kelly, Newberry, Chapman, 
Mueller and others, 'whose names are in the book of life' 
— never held the 'Jewish' character of the kingdom 
preached by our Lord and by John the baptist, or the 
'Jewish' character of the Gospels (especially Matthew), 
or that the sermon on the Mount is 'law and not grace' 
(Scofield) and pertains to a future 'Jewish' kingdom." 
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This statement is succeeded by an attack upon "Funda
mentalists," whom he accuses of holding the views he is 
opposing; and he names six well-known teachers among 
them, two of whom are with the Lord. (We will not 
reprint his list of the six accused fundamentalists.) How
ever, in spite of the "something over thirty years" within 
which he locates "modern dispensationalism," one of the 
six named (and still alive) had been teaching these things 
long before the Scofield Bible was heard of, and long 
before his critic knew that his sins were forgiven. This 
courageous witness for Christ has been engaged in teach
ing these things in increasing measure and power for sixty 
years. In his book entitled "Half a Century," written over 
twelve years ago, we learn that at the outset of his minis
try he did not believe in the premillennial coming of 
Christ. But we also learn that when he perceived that it 
was the teaching of Scripture, he did not merely endorse 
it intellectually, but became swayed and put to work for 
the Lord with an understanding unknown theretofore. He 
had received it from God. In him was exemplified the 
effectiveness of the counsel: "Buy the truth and sell it 
not" (Prov. 23:23). He attached a proper value to it, 
and from that day to this has refused to sell it. But be
cause he never could endorse the spiritualizing theory, and 
has sometimes exposed its fallacy, he has caused no small 
offense to Mr. Mauro. 

But does it not appear that our author is unreliable as 
to matters of fact in attempting to give the impression 
that the "dispensationalism" he is attacking is a doctrine 
of "something over thirty years ago"? 

However, he does admit that the "early Brethren" did 
teach that the Old Testament promises were literal, and 
own that the notes in the Scofield Bible do likewise, al-
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though he agrees with neither. This he attempts to jus
tify by alluding to the teaching which he assails as "mis
called 'literal' interpretation," a remark on his part that 
is merely contempt of fact. However, with the exception 
of the "literal" point of contact between early Brethren 
and fundamentalists, it is made to appear that he does 
not hold so very much against "early Brethren." He even 
points out four things which they taught and which he 
seems to approve of, but which he says are "utterly ab
horred" by fundamentalists. 

Elsewhere, in reference to dispensationalism, he says he 
is mortified to remember that he once "held and taught 
these novelties" himself. Of course he does not refer to 
novelties extracted from the Scofield Bible. Where then 
did he find them? Was it among the writings of early 
Brethren, whom he wishes an inquirer to think he is not 
attacking? Somehow it would seem that he had endorsed 
those "early" writings, the holding and teaching of which 
now "mortifies" him. As a matter of fact, he printed a 
book some years ago in which he appealed to those writ
ings as being very different to present-day writings and 
teaching on the subject of the Kingdom. And in some 
points it would not be difficult to prove that his appeal is 
sustained. But even so, he writes now as if he had for
merly been contending for "novelties" that mortify him, 
but not the novelties of the Scofield Bible. 

Somehow, as one reads our brother's statements it is 
difficult to escape the feeling that he does not conduct 
the reader to solid ground, and that the statement that 
he is simply attacking an innovation of somewhat over 
thirty years' existence is not being justified by the evi
dence. And it does look as if, despite protestation to the 
contrary, when he arrives at the inwardness of things, he 
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is compelled to attack the "dispensationalism" of "early 
Brethren"; he seems to sense that that bulwark must be 
destroyed. 

However, he says that the literal interpretation of Old 
Testament prophecies and promises concerning Israel, etc., 
was by no means "distinctive of their doctrine." Just 
what does he mean by this phrase? If what they taught 
was true, it was in no sense distinctive of any limited 
group of Christians. "Early Brethren" merely appro
priated and put to use what belonged to the entire Chris
tian company; it was Biblical and distinctively Christian 
and available to all of God's people. 

But after all, our immediate business is to find what 
use is being made by Mr. Mauro of this phrase, and this 
we are most likely to discover by noting what remarks 
follow it. 

It is affirmed that the early Brethren's literal interpre
tation of Old Testament prophecies concerning Israel, 
Zion, Jerusalem, etc., was by no means "distinctive of 
their doctrine." 

"For, from the beginning of the gospel era, there had 
been in the Christian company a party which sought to 
perpetuate the Jewish nationalistic and Messianic hopes 
and their ceremonial rites and observances. When, how
ever, the nation was dissolved, the people being scattered 
and the temple destroyed, the ceremonial part of Judaism 
necessarily came to an end; though still they clung to their 
hopes of national restoration, basing it upon the principle 
of literalistic interpretation of Old Testament prophecies, 
and to this day Christians are found who, in spite of the 
clear teachings of the New Testament to the contrary, 
encourage them in these delusive expectations." 

Thus he explains that the dispensationalism of early 
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Brethren was by no means "distinctive of their doctrine," 
because there had been a party in the early Church that 
"sought to perpetuate the Jewish nationalistic and Mes
sianic hopes with their ceremonial rites and observances"; 
a "party" which only ceased from the latter part of their 
work (while maintaining the former) because the de
struction of the temple made it impossible for them to 
continue. Such, he explains, were the pioneers of "dispen-
sationalism" which, in the nineteenth century, was revived 
by early Brethren. Hence it was not "distinctive of their 
doctrine," seeing they were not the originators of it. 

Such is an example of Mr. Maura's methods in laying 
before his readers things that confuse and in result mis
lead. As a matter of fact, outside the writings of early 
Brethren, it would be difficult to find anything in print 
that more thoroughly exposes any disposition on the part 
of Christians to indulge in any "ceremonial rites and ob
servances" with or without a temple. Regarding the Mes
sianic hope of Israel, that is a Bible doctrine, and was in 
nowise the mere notion of the "party" conveniently 
brought forward by Mr. Mauro. In so far as his statement 
is used to explain how early Brethren's "dispensational-
ism" was not "distinctive of their doctrine," it is as mis
leading a statement as it could be. And its confusing 
purport seems to be the result of an attempt to evade a 
proper and frank reply to the correspondent who had 
written him regarding "the dispensational teaching brought 
out by Brethren about 100 years ago." But let us re
member that, whatever the "party" alluded to may or 
may not have done, the truth of the appearing of Christ 
to set up His kingdom on earth was only formally dis
carded when worldliness sufficiently leavened the Church 
after the State's recognition of it under Constantine. 
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It is not much over a century since the last of the 
crust of misinformation succeeding the advent and official 
recognition of the spiritualizing theory, was broken 
through. And what a service was rendered when it was 
broken through by men filled with the Spirit, who pointed 
out what Scripture really taught about these great things! 
And the Lord gave them an open door to the need, and 
made His word run swiftly to all parts of Christendom, 
producing practical effects that forever attest their holy 
character. These men could distinguish between things 
that differ. They could appreciate what Scripture taught 
as to things typical, symbolical, figurative, and literal. The 
present spiritual significance of "Zion," of "the circum
cision," etc., was ministered by them in its practical bear
ing on the life. But when they read large portions of 
Scripture that were written in such style; that taught 
in exactest literal language and in variety of detail what 
God had promised and prophesied; they believed what was 
written and spake according to the record. For instance 
when they read: "The wolf also shall dwell with the 
lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid; and 
the calf and the young lion and the fatling together; and 
a little child shall lead them. And the cow and the bear 
shall feed; their young ones shall lie down together: and 
the lion shall eat straw like the ox. And the sucking child 
shall play on the hole of the asp, and the weaned child 
shall put his hand on the cockatrice's den. They shall 
not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain: for the 
earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as the 
waters cover the sea" (Isa. 11: 6-9); nothing could have 
induced them to interpret this as prophesying amity "in 
the Church." 

The revival of this truth, and more of a different char-
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acter, was the result of the Holy Spirit's work in making 
it known to those who would act upon it and walk in 
ways consistent therewith. It was a complete and effective 
exposure of the Judaizing system of things that had in 
large part robbed the saints of the imminent hope of 
Christ's coming for His own, and communion with Him 
regarding His triumph at His appearing. 

But Mr. Mauro, not content with linking "early Breth
ren" to the pioneers of evil in the early Church, now pro
ceeds to go further in his charges against them; he iden
tifies them with a host of frightful things that appeared 
in the nineteenth century, in the following way: 

"Dispensationalism came into existence during an era 
which was marked by world-wide unrest, by social and 
political upheavals, and especially by extraordinary fer
mentations of the human spirit. It was the era which gave 
birth to Adventism, Russellism, Eddyism, Mormonism, 
Darwinism, Agnosticism, Bahaism, Spiritism, Anglo-Israel-
ism, Pyramidism, Theosophy. This fact does not prove 
that dispensationalism is a system of error, but it does 
raise a strong suspicion that the author of all error and 
confusion had a hand in concocting it." 

In this, our author goes outside the limits of the "some
thing over thirty years" within which he locates "modern" 
dispensationalism. In it he who said nice things about 
"The best known and most spiritual leaders of the move
ment—as Darby, Kelly, Newberry, Chapman, Mueller, 
and others, 'whose names are in the book of life,'" be
cause of their "dispensationalism," links them by "a 
strong suspicion" to those groups of frightfulness in which 
the devil has been particularly active. But his remarks 
have a wider bearing; they imply that during a period of 
two hundred and fifty years the Church was permeated 
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by a doctrine of satanic concoction, yet appears to have 
been at its best notwithstanding. Naturally one would 
expect that after the extirpation of this satanic doctrine 
in an official way by Pope Damasus of Rome, the Church 
would become considerably brightened and prosper ex
ceedingly, but the opposite proved to be the case. Con
sequently Mr. Mauro's "strong suspicion" is demon
strated to be misplaced. He will begin to get his bearings 
when he reverses it. But he now proceeds to lecture pres
ent-day Brethren in lofty manner, saying: 

"Well were it for the 'Brethren' and for the influence of 
their testimony which has fallen into a lamentable state 
of decay, if they should remember from whence they are 
fallen, and 'repent and do the first works' (Rev. 2:5) , 
should heal their shameful divisions and return to the 
simple truths they emphasized at the beginning. In so 
doing they would rid themselves of most (and the worst 
part) of their dispensationalism; and what remained of it 
would not give rise to strife and division." 

It is probably apparent by this time that the exhorta
tion to return "to the simple truths" emphasized at the 
beginning is merely an inexplicit remark introduced for 
controversial effect. We could lay our hands on some old 
books in which the same persons "emphasized at the be
ginning" many "simple truths" of a non-dispensational 
character, but who also "emphasized at the beginning" in 
very liberal portions many "simple truths" of a dispensa-
tional character, such as Mr. Mauro now attacks so bit
terly as "novelties," the former holding and teaching of 
which so mortifies him, and to which there is no appear
ance that he intends to "return." 

Doubtless it is true that there is "decay" among the 
Christians whom he lectures; worldliness is more apparent 
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among them than in former times; the Laodicean trend 
of things has not missed them. But shall we serve our 
generation by taking up a self-complacent attitude toward 
it? Or shall we rather, like Daniel of old, take our place 
before God and each one make "my confession" (Dan. 
9:4) and on a common footing say: "We have sinned, 
and have committed iniquity, and have rebelled by de
parting from Thy precepts and from Thy judgments"? 
(See Dan. 9:2-19.) 

Regarding "what remained" of their dispensationalism, 
when the "Brethren" rid themselves of "the worst," it 
would still be bad if, as suggested, it is the nineteenth 
century succession to the work of a party in the "begin
ning of the gospel era," which would perpetuate "the Jew
ish nationalistic and Messianic hopes and their ceremonial 
rites and observances" as long as they could, and only 
cease from so doing when they could not. And it would 
be worse as, "by a strong suspicion," identified with a 
group famed for doctrines of Satanic concoction. What 
the "worst part" would be like we will not attempt to 
discover. 

But where in Scripture is there any such exhortation? 
Where does it reveal an exhorter merely telling others 
what to do? On the contrary, it reveals him as an expo
nent of that which he enjoins, otherwise there could be no 
encouragement in the appeal. When will we learn that 
the exhorter says "come!" and not merely "go!"? 

At this point it may be helpful to refer to a pamphlet 
by A. J. Pollock, in which the "Later Views" of Mr. 
Mauro are examined. He quotes: 

"It is mortifying to remember that I not only held and 
taught these novelties myself, but that I even enjoyed a 
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complacent sense of superiority because thereof, and re
garded with feelings of pity and contempt those who had 
not received the 'new light' and were unacquainted with 
the up-to-date method of 'rightly dividing the word of 
truth.'" 

Of course he is himself the witness that he did not 
receive "these novelties" from the "Scofield Bible," and 
therefore his statement has no reference to what he defines 
as "Modern dispensationalism." However, Mr. Pollock 
honors him for making the above "frank acknowledgment" 
of his former self-complacency. But the present writer 
cannot join with Mr. Pollock in regarding it as worthy of 
honor, and for this reason, he fails to see that the author 
of it has put out of his life the evil he deprecates. 

Speaking as to wise men, let it be asked: If God had 
shown our brother that he had sinned in writing books 
in such a spirit towards those who were ignorant of his 
dispensationalism, would the evidence of a change to 
other views be a bitter attack upon Dr. Scofield, an attack 
too which can be shown to be marked in many of its parts 
by methods of unfairness that are very unusual? Would 
he in the last moments of the last hour be engaged in the 
dangerous work of circulating attacks upon "Fundamen
talists"? And would he be lecturing brethren from a 
pedestal? 

It ought to be known, however, that his "Later Views" 
are merely the revival of a fourth century innovation 
officially established by Pope Damasus in the year 373 
A.D. The Catholic Encyclopedia explains this in part in 
the following way: "Chiliastic (millennial) views disap
peared because . . . in spite of their defense by prominent 
Fathers of the Church, Millenarianism was never held in 
the universal Church as an article of faith based upon 
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apostolic traditions." But the narrator neutralizes the 
latter part of his remarks as he proceeds. For, referring 
to the change of circumstances introduced by Constantine, 
who stopped persecution of the Christians and promoted 
many of them to positions of honor, he says: "The atti
tude of the Church toward the secular power had under
gone a change with closer connection with her and the 
Roman empire. There is no doubt that this turn of events 
did much towards weaning the Christians from the old 
Millenarianism, which during the time of persecution had 
been the expression of their hopes that Christ would soon 
reappear and overthrow the foes of His elect." 

Thus are we informed that the marriage of the Church 
and State did "wean" the former from "the old Mille
narianism." In result the agents of the new order of things 
soon acquired the temerity to explain that it "was never 
held in the universal Church as an article based on apos
tolic traditions." This could be passed on by leaders, and 
repeated by future generations as a fact. But it could not 
be concealed that this propaganda resulted from political 
favor superseding divine consolation. And the fallen 
Church learned how to make the change appear righteous. 

But as the general reader may not have the opportunity 
to look up the sources of information necessary to an 
understanding of the issues at stake in these questions, we 
will refer him to some of the findings from them in Dr. 
Haldeman's "History of the Doctrine of the Lord's Re
turn." He points out that: 

Bishop Papias who, like Polycarp, was a disciple of 
John, says: "There will be one thousand years after the 
resurrection of the dead, when the reign of Christ per
sonally will be established on the earth." 

Polycarp, in discussing these matters with Gnostics, all 
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of whom opposed "Millenarianism," says: "If we obey 
Christ in this present age, we shall receive the age to 
come. He will raise us from the dead, and we shall live 
and reign with Him. The saints shall judge the world." 

Justin Martyr: "I, and all orthodox Christians on all 
points, know there will be a resurrection of the dead and 
a thousand years in Jerusalem, built, adorned, broadened, 
as the prophets Isaiah and Ezekiel and others declare." 

Irenseus: "When antichrist shall have devastated all 
things in this world, he will reign for three years and six 
months, and sit in the temple at Jerusalem, and then the 
Lord will come from Heaven, in the clouds, in the glory 
of the Father, sending this man to the lake of fire, but 
bringing in for the righteous the times of the kingdom, 
the rest, the hallowed seventh day, and restoring to 
Abraham the promised inheritance." 

Tertullian: "We do indeed confess that a kingdom is 
promised us on earth, before that in heaven—but in 
another state, after the resurrection." 

Bishop Nepos, maintaining the doctrine of Christ's 
millennial reign, is opposed by Dionysius of Alexandria, 
who affirms that "John" never wrote the Revelation, and 
that it is a book "never to be understood." 

Lactantius, preceptor of the son of Constantine, says: 
"There shall flourish a quiet, tranquil, peaceable, and 
golden age—the Lord Himself reigning, . . . who will 
raise the righteous dead to eternal life and will Himself 
reign with them on the earth, and will build the Holy 
City—the kingdom of the righteous shall be for a 
thousand years." 

Eusebius, an anti-Millenarian, in his Church History 
says that most ecclesiastics of his day were Millenarians. 

Giessler in his Church History says: "Millenarianism 
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became the general belief of the time and met almost no 
opposition than that of Gnostics." 

Chillingsworth: "The doctrine of the Millenarians was 
believed and taught by the most eminent Fathers of the 
age next to the apostles. . . . It was the Catholic or 
universal doctrine of their times." 

Adolf Harnak, in an article termed "Millennium" in 
the "Encyclopaedia Britannica" says: "This doctrine of 
Christ's second advent, and the kingdom, appears so early 
that it might be questioned whether it ought not to be 
regarded as an essential part of the Christian religion." 

Dr. Bonar: "Millenarianism prevailed universally dur
ing the first three centuries. This is now an assured 
historical fact and presupposes that Chiliasm was an 
article of the apostolic creed." 

To which we may add that Dr. W. G. Scroggie, of 
Spurgeon's Tabernacle, in his book "The Lord's Return," 
cites Mosheim thus: "The prevailing opinion that Christ 
was to come and reign a thousand years among men 
before the final dissolution of the world, had met no 
opposition until the time of Origen." Dr. Scroggie fur
ther remarks that SchafT, Gibbon, Mosheim, Chillings
worth, Stackhouse, Bishop Newton, and Bishop Russell 
show that from the time of Constantine the millennial 
reign of Christ was by the many "regarded as heresy." 
The council of Rome under Pope Damasus, in 373, 
"formally denounced Chiliasm (Millennialism), and this 
antagonism to the doctrine had the weighty support of 
Jerome and Augustine." 

We have cited these Fathers not as authority for the 
doctrine of our Lord's millennial reign; Scripture alone 
is that. But these citations show that Amillennialism 
was the Modernism of the fourth century, superseding 
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"the old Millenarianism" that had strengthened the hearts 
of the Lord's own prior to their nestling in the lap of 
political favor. 

In referring to Augustine's support of the new doctrine, 
it ought to be remembered that he took his place in the 
Church at a time when it had lost the enjoyment of its 
heavenly calling. Thus being instructed in the trend of 
things current among the Church leaders of that day, he 
developed such an urge along mystical lines, that even 
his admirers in the Catholic Church have to say that 
"The most remarkable of his Biblical works illustrate 
either a theory of exegesis (one generally approved) 
which delights in finding mystical or allegorical interpre
tations, or the style of preaching which is founded on that 
view. . . . Moreover, the two grand qualities of his genius 
—ardent feeling and prodigious subtlety . . . carried him 
away into interpretations that were violent or more 
ingenious than solid." However, this author worked out 
the spiritualizing theory to a nicety. 

Yet he had experienced at his conversion the searching 
power of the Word of God in the following manner: In a 
desperate condition "when a deep consideration had from 
the secret bottom of my soul drawn together and heaped 
up all my misery in the sight of my heart, there arose a 
mighty storm, bringing a mighty shower of tears. . . . I 
cast myself down, I know not how, under a certain fig-
tree, giving full vent to my tears. . . . I sent up these 
sorrowful words: 'How long, how long? To-morrow 
and to-morrow? Why not now? Why is there not this 
hour an end to my uncleanness?' So was I speaking and 
weeping in the most bitter contrition of my heart, when 
lo! I heard from a neighboring house the voice of a boy 
or girl, I know not which, chanting and oft repeating, 
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'Take up and read; take up and read.' Instantly my 
countenance altered, and I began to think most intently 
whether children were wont in any kind of play to sing 
such words; nor could I remember to have ever heard the 
like. So, checking the torrent of my tears, I arose, inter
preting it to be no other than a command of God to open 
the book and to read the first chapter I should find. . . . 
I seized, opened, and in silence read that section on which 
my eyes first fell—'Not in rioting and drunkenness, not 
in chambering and in wantonness, not in strife and envy
ing, but put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ and make not 
provision for the flesh in concupiscence.' No further 
would I read, nor needed I, for instantly, at the end of 
this sentence, by a light, as it were, of serenity infused 
into my heart, all the darkness of doubt vanished away" 
(Confessions of Augustine). 

Nevertheless, this beloved brother became so susceptible 
to the tone of things in the Church that, notwithstanding 
the above experience, he actually could say: "I would not 
believe the gospel if the authority of the Catholic Church 
did not move me to it." And this although it is written: 
"He that believeth on the Son hath the witness in himself. 
He that believeth not hath made God a liar, because he 
believeth not the record that God hath given concerning 
His Son" (1 John 5:10). Again: "The words that I 
speak unto you, they are spirit and they are life" (John 
6: 63). Thus when God speaks in the heart opened to 
the reception of His testimony, He exercises His own 
authority directly, independent of any guarantee from 
man. How deplorable then was the moral atmosphere 
where such language could be spoken, words that meant: 
"You need our guarantee that it is God who speaks!" 

These were the conditions in which both Jerome and 
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Augustine were doing the best they knew to further what 
Pope Damasus had done to repudiate the "Old Mille-
narianism." So wn-Christian had this atmosphere become 
that Baronius, "a Roman Catholic historian of the six
teenth century, says that after Rome's formal denunciation 
of Chiliasm, the doctrine was derided with 'hisses and 
laughter,' and being 'under the ban' was 'entirely ex
tirpated.' " Such was the evil energy at work to quench 
the Spirit's testimony to "the thousand years" reign of 
Him who is worthy. 

Pronouncing upon the Church situation as a whole 
from apostolic times to those of Constantine, Gibbon, a 
satirist of Christianity, says that the earliest disciples who 
understood in their literal sense the discourses of Christ, 
"were obliged to expect the second and glorious coming 
of the Son of Man before that generation was totally 
extinguished. . . . As long as for wise purposes this error 
was permitted to exist in the Church, it was productive 
of the most salutary effects on the faith and practice of 
the Christians who lived in the awful expectation of that 
moment. . . . The ancient and popular doctrine of the 
Millennium was intimately connected with the second 
coming of Christ. . . . The assurance of such a Millennium 
was carefully inculcated by a succession of Fathers from 
Justin Martyr and Irenseus, who conversed with the 
immediate disciples of the apostles, down to Lactantius, 
who was preceptor to the son of Constantine. It appears 
to have been the reigning sentiment of the orthodox 
believers. . . . But when the edifice of the Church was 
almost completed, the temporary support [of Millenarian-
ism] was laid aside. The doctrine of Christ's reign upon 
earth was at first heralded as a profound allegory, was 
considered by degrees as a doubtful and useless opinion, 
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and at length rejected as the absurd invention of heresy 
and fanaticism." This change of front was argued into 
an appearance of righteousness by Augustine, but on the 
foundation of the Church's new political status. A nar
rator in "The Catholic Encyclopedia" (who seems to be 
uncertain as to the millennial views of Ambrose, the 
instructor of Augustine) says that at the outset the latter 
did believe in the Millennium, but thought it would 
come "after the universal resurrection." This he found 
untenable (and no wonder), and finally concluded that 
"There will be no Millennium." Seeing, however, that 
the Lord commanded John to tell the Churches that 
there would be a Millennium, Augustine had to explain 
His words. He did so in the following way. The "first 
Resurrection is the spiritual rebirth in baptism. . . . The 
sabbath of one thousand years . . . is the whole of eternal 
life. . . . The number one thousand is intended to express 
perfection." We note that the encyclopedia fails to men
tion whether Augustine explained how the release of 
Satan from the bottomless pit after "the thousand years" 
to incite a vast rebellion, fits into the theory as to "the 
whole of eternal life" and "perfection." 

Summing up the practical results of this innovation, 
Dr. Haldeman has this to say: 

"The despised instrument of a malefactor's death 
became the sacred labarum of victorious legions. The 
songs of neophytes outranked the chants of vestals. 
Temples that had given shelter to heathen gods awoke 
with footfalls from a Christian priesthood. The Church 
. . . no longer poor . . . saw clearly that to maintain the 
doctrine of pilgrimage and separation—to set aside all 
hope and cast the eye on a coming King and a nobler 
polity—would have been not only displeasing to Con-
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stantine, but it would, at once, have hindered immigration 
into the body of the Church. . . . The Scriptures hitherto 
had supported her in separation from the world. In 
order to carry with her the unbroken authority of a divine 
revelation and to match the heaven-displayed invitation 
for this change of front, these sacred Scriptures must still 
be found to justify her course, or so interpreted as to suit 
the change. . . . Origen . . . opposed the doctrine of a 
reign of Christ on earth by interpreting the promises 
allegorically." [Now] "Augustine . . . taught . . . that 
the Church was the kingdom and the city of God, and 
that the coming of Christ was not to be looked for upon 
other than in a spiritual and interior way. . . . 

"Concerning this pivotal epoch the consensus of all his
tory is unbroken. Every historian is agreed that the 
union of Church and State, the patronage of the Church 
by the world—was the turning-point in the history of 
the Millennial doctrine, and whatever the impelling power 
behind him, Constantine became the instrument to trample 
it under foot." [The Church] "Allowing men like Origen 
to teach that the Scriptures do not mean what they say, 
and never could be understood in their plain intent, 
opened a Pandora's box out of which came forth all the 
host of evil interpretations which have made this book 
a nose of wax in the hands of every imaginative exegete, 
and turned the course of Scriptural interpretation through 
the strange and muddy channels of human conceit." 

We thus see that the fourth century modernism not 
only blotted out the expectation of, but the desire for, the 
reign of Christ over the earth. Church leaders now 
affirmed that in and by the Church Christ was really 
reigning. Later this was explained to be a reign through 
His vicar the Pope. But while Christ's reign was freely 
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allegorized and spiritualized, it became increasingly 
evident that Papal rule (in which Christ's rule was said 
to be expressed) was neither allegorized nor spiritualized, 
but was being demonstrated as a visible and very terrible 
authority before which powerful monarchs quailed and 
under which they were compelled to place their necks. 
Such was the result of amillennialism. 

And so successful was this evil energy in subsequently 
covering its tracks with a crust of misinformation, that 
not even at the Reformation was it entirely broken 
through. However, the Lord turned His searchlight upon 
its very beginning, saying: "I know . . . the blasphemy 
[slander] of them which say they are Jews, and are not, 
but are the synagogue of Satan" (Rev. 2 :9) . Here was 
a group professing to be Christians by the very fact of 
their presence in the Christian circle, yet who were 
endeavoring to put the Church on Jewish lines. Ultimately 
it succeeded in dividing the Christian company into a 
laity and a priesthood, and gradually evolved a ritual. 
This was the real Judaizing party. But because it was 
able to obtain eventual control in Church circles, it was 
also able to conceal from the many the character of its 
movements, being in possession of the records with which 
it could do as it pleased. It has been in a position to 
slander many a faithful stand for Christ, putting in a false 
light all who opposed the methods of those who succeeded 
in extirpating as heresy the divine affirmations of Christ's 
coming and kingdom. As F. W. Grant says, in com
menting upon "The Church in Smyrna" (Rev. 2:8-11): 
"The real question is, how far could we expect the history, 
meagre in proportion to its earliness, and which has come 
down to us through centuries of darkness and hostility 
to the truth, to reveal to us the struggle with these Jewish 
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teachers, so generally successful as they were? I do not 
think we could expect it. An age which would forge the 
names of those in repute to spurious documents, often 
with the express design of giving authority to some favor
ite doctrine, would hardly hesitate to remove the too 
suspicious traces of opposition to prevalent views and 
practices from the history of the early Church. That 
there should have been no such struggle is scarcely to be 
credited. And the words of our Lord here may well be 
taken as an encouragement rather to believe that there 
were even many which were doubly faithful in this time 
of trouble, faithful amid the outside persecution [under 
heathen emperors], and faithful against what could and 
did soon develop into no less bitter persecution within 
the professing Church." 

In his book "The Pilgrim Church," Mr. E. H. Broad-
bent shows us how this latter phase of persecution 
persisted down the centuries, citing as an example the case 
of Priscillian. He had been portrayed as a teacher of 
Manichean and Gnostic views. But "in 1886 George 
Scheps discovered in the library of the university of 
Wurzburg eleven of Priscillian's works, which he describes 
as being 'contained in a precious uncial MS. . . . which 
until now had remained unknown.'" For "although 
Priscillian had written voluminously, it was thought that 
all his writings disappeared, so diligently had they been 
destroyed. But the 'eleven tracts' in his writings show 
that the account handed down of him was wholly untrue, 
that he was a man of saintly character, sound in doctrine, 
and an energetic reformer, and that those associated with 
him were companies of men and women who were true 
and devoted followers of Christ. Not content with mur
dering these people, exiling them, confiscating their 
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goods, the Church authorities calumniated their memory." 
How "Rome" exercised its oversight, laying down its 

interpretation of what God has said, and forming sub
servient religious character, is fairly well known. But 
if there was any part of divine truth that would have 
formed a barrier to its sway, it was that of the millennial 
reign of Christ. Therefore, as Bishop Newton says: 
"Rome has always had an evil eye on the Millennium"; 
and states that he "never met a popish doctor who held 
the Millennium." By the introduction of amillennialism, 
the enemy paved the way for "the woman . . . which 
reigneth over the kings of the earth" (Rev. 12: 18), a 
bold woman who would rule them in Christ's name. Little 
did Augustine dream that that was the reign which would 
result from the renunciation of the doctrine that Christ 
would reign for a thousand years, a doctrine communi
cated to the Churches in the last recorded words of our 
Lord. 

In the book oj Revelation, while conveying His message 
to John, the Lord "sent and signified it by His angel" 
(Rev. 1:11), so that His servant might visualize the 
things unvailed to him. Thus the style of the book is 
largely that of symbol. Hence we are informed that the 
"seven stars" (Rev. 1: 10) which the Lord held in His 
right hand are "the angels of the seven Churches" (v. 20). 
The "stars" symbolize the representatives of the seven 
Churches, in the place of dependence giving out heavenly 
light. The "seven candlesticks" are "the seven Churches." 
The "stars" and "candlesticks" are symbolic, the "Angels" 
figurative, the "Churches" literal. An example of the 
latter is found in chapter 1, where we are told that the 
seven Churches were "in Asia," and in seven of its well-
known cities, Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, 
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Sardis, Philadelphia, and Laodicea. Manifestly this is 
literal. Therefore in this book we shall have to distinguish 
between what is symbolic, figurative, and literal. This 
will necessitate attention to the context, and to Scripture 
as a whole in its bearing upon the subjects involved. 
However, we may sometimes find that the matter before 
us cannot be literal and would be without moral force as 
such, whereas other statements can be literal and of moral 
force, so that it would be unwise to spiritualize them. 
Of course "private interpretation" will have to be avoided 
at all times (1 Pet. 1:20). Passages will have to be 
interpreted as fitting into their places in the general 
scheme of prophecy, and not as self-interpreting. 

Regarding the Millennium, we may note that as 1 
Thessalonians 4: 13-18 is the only passage that describes 
the manner of the Rapture, so Revelation 20: 2-7 is the 
only passage that reveals the duration of the earthly part 
of the kingdom, a kingdom which is the subject of numer
ous and varied descriptions in both Testaments. But the 
Scripture foreseeing the mistreatment that would be made 
of this doctrine, repeated it six times in various connec
tions, as if to engrave it the more deeply on the mind, 
the conscience, and the heart. The record is as follows: 

1. Satan bound for a thousand years. 
2. No satanic deception during the thousand years. 
3. Martyrs reign with Christ for a thousand years. 
4. The impenitent dead remain dead during the thou

sand years. 
5. The resurrected reign for a thousand years. 
6. Satan loosed after confinement for a thousand years. 

Notwithstanding this statement, the author, who assures 
us that his desire is to follow the New Testament inter
pretation of the truth of the kingdom, argues that there 
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will be no Millennium. Although Christ tells us that His 
reign will be millennial, we are asked to heed an author 
who is not afraid to spiritualize the last explicit instruc
tions which He sends to the Churches, saying: "I Jesus 
have sent Mine angel to testify unto you these things in 
the Churches. I am the root and the offspring of David, 
and the bright and Morning Star" (Rev. 22: 16). 

Shall we accept the amillennial doctrine officially estab
lished by Pope Damasus in the year 373, or the loving 
words which our Lord announced through His aged 
servant to comfort His people in the tortures of perse
cution, before they settled in the lap of worldly favor and 
power, where they persuaded themselves: "This is the 
reign He was telling us about!" 

But while His earthly reign will be for "a thousand 
years," His kingdom is an "everlasting dominion which 
shall not pass away." For after He ascends the throne 
of His father David, divine government will never be 
relinquished thereafter; no, not even when Satan, tem
porarily released from confinement, coordinates a world
wide rebellion (Rev. 20: 7-10), for it will be quelled in a 
way that instantly shows who is governing. The Lord 
"must reign till He hath put all enemies under His feet. 
. . . And when all things shall be subdued under Him, 
then shall the Son also be subject unto Him that put 
all things under Him, that God (Father, Son, and Spirit) 
may be all in all" (1 Cor. 15: 24-28). 

In concluding this part of our review, let us note the 
way in which the Lord addresses the Church in which He 
had been affronted by the sin of amillennialism. This 
appears in the character of reward promised the overcomer 
in that Church, even the Church in Thyatira. For the 
apostle John's history of conditions obtaining in the 
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seven Churches he addresses is also a prophecy of Church 
conditions from that day until the Lord comes; for we 
are told that the book is a prophecy (1 :3) . Therefore in 
its prophetic setting, this Church represents the Christian 
profession into which "Jezebel" has come (the name 
derived from the well-known Zidonian princess who ruled 
Ahab, thus describing the non-Christian ruling system, 
the papacy, intrenched within it. She calleth herself a 
"prophetess," for she decides for God's people what is to 
be accepted as the mind of God by interpreting the mean
ing of the Scriptures. But to the Church, as distinguished 
from "Jezebel," He says: "Unto you I say, and unto the 
rest in Thyatira, as many as have not this doctrine, and 
which have not known the depths of Satan, as they speak; 
I will put upon you none other burden. But that which 
ye have already hold fast till I come. And he that 
overcometh, and keepeth My works unto the end, to him 
will I give power over the nations: and he shall rule them 
with a rod of iron; as the vessels of a potter shall they 
be broken to shivers: even as I received of My Father. 
And I will give him the Morning Star. He that hath an 
ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the Churches" 
(Rev. 2:24-29). 

"Power over the nations," wrongly exercised in this 
Church age, will be righteously exercised during the mil
lennial age. But how suggestive that this is promised to 
members of a Church where present political kingship 
has been assumed by a non-Christian authority in her 
midst! Doubtless there have always been those within 
the pale of this Church whom the Lord's words would 
strengthen and direct. They would hearten the slandered 
Waldenses and encourage "The Friends of God." Meek 
men like Tauler and those he had access to in that Church 
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would be nourished and guided thereby. No doubt too, 
in this present day, brethren within its fold are cared for 
by Him who says: "I will put upon you none other 
burden. But that which ye have already hold fast till I 
come" (Rev. 2: 24, 25). Evidently such do have some
thing which He has given them to hold, even although in 
a system where His rule has been usurped by an intruder 
from without. Loyal hearts within that Church, unaware 
of the depths of Satan which He will judge, will reign 
with Him when He ascends His throne. 

But this Ruler of the day, the Sun of righteousness 
(Mai. 4 :2) , will be preceded by the Morning Star (Rev. 
22: 16), the Lord Himself descending into the air to 
translate to meet Him and to be forever with Him, His 
redeemed people (1 Thess. 4: 13-18). Thus the Church 
sings: 

"In hope we lift our wishful, longing eyes, 
Waiting to see the Morning Star arise; 
How bright, how gladsome will His advent be, 
Before the Sun shines forth in majesty." 

In the meantime: "He that hath an ear, let him hear 
what the Spirit saith unto the Churches" (Rev. 2 :9) . 
Many are being told to hear what the "Church teaches," 
but (while we should hear its discipline—Matt. 18: 17), 
the Church does not teach doctrine; it is taught. To be 
sure, it is "the pillar and ground (base) of the truth" 
(1 Tim. 3: 15); that is to say, it supports the truth as a 
witness. That is its normal character. But it does not 
teach; it could not if it tried. Even when Rome says: 
"Hear what the Church teaches," it does not mean that. 
What it means is that when the Pope calls a council of 
his associate judges of faith, the bishops of the Roman 
communion, to "define the sense of some part of Scripture; 
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after mature deliberation, he pronounces judgment, and 
his sentence is final, irrevocable, and infallible" (Gibbons). 
But the Pope is not the Church, neither are the bishops. 
Evidently then the Church does not teach, nor does it 
attempt to do so. There are, however, teachers whom 
the Lord has sent among His beloved people to instruct 
them in the Scriptures of truth, by pointing out to them 
what they might not readily have observed until their 
attention was called to it. But the teacher never says: 
"Our Church teaches so and so, therefore hear our 
Church"; nor does he say: "I am a teacher, and therefore 
ought to be believed." On the contrary, he is bound to 
prove that what he says is in accord with Scripture, for 
thus he will help souls to apprehend what God says, and 
in such a way that in result they get it from God. Hence 
they will refuse to trade it for the ideas of men. Thus, in 
the passage before us, the Lord calls attention to what 
"The Spirit saith UNTO the Churches," each individual 
in the Churches being called upon to attend to the counsel 
given by the Lord in glory, through the Spirit upon 
the earth. 

In the light of this, we can only say that we are glad 
for the revival over a century ago of the old but much 
neglected truth of the Lord's coming for His people, and 
His subsequent coming with them to reign. We are 
grateful for the grace in these last moments of the "last 
hour" that has made His word run so "very swiftly" 
(Ps. 147:15) to every corner of Christendom, and that 
no power of the world, the flesh, or the devil has been 
able to stifle its holy testimony. 

* * * * * 

Before considering some "KINDRED TEACHING" 
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to the foregoing, we suggest to any who desire to search 
further into what is involved in the "Dispensationalism" 
so slandered by allegorists, that he read the following 
books in the light of Scripture: 

1. "Doctrinal," Vol. 5, by J. N. Darby. In the last 
chapter of this book of 553 pages the reader will learn of 
the moral atmosphere in which men like Jerome and 
Augustine arrived at conclusions; it reveals the difference 
between Truth and Mysticism. 

2. "The Kingdom of the Heavens," a pamphlet of 44 
pages by John Bloore (published by Loizeaux Brothers, 
New York), in which the author deals with recent ques
tions that have been raised as to the Kingdom. 

3. "Premillennialism or Amillennialism?" by Dr. C. L. 
Feinberg (published by Zondervan Publishing House, 
Grand Rapids, Mich.), a book of 245 pages. In part 1, 
chapter 2, the author identifies the allegorical system with 
"the rabbis and Alexandrians"; and he points out that 
the vagaries of the system in its modern form, as seen in 
the work of Dr. M. J. Wyngarden, reveal it as "unfounded 
and unbounded." 

* * * * * 

A second booklet is now before us, less controversial 
than the one we have been considering, although closely 
related in purpose. John 17 is considerably referred to, 
and "The unity of the Spirit" is the main topic treated 
of in its pages. It is entitled 

"THAT THE WORLD MAY BELIEVE." 

"It is brought impressively to our minds that eternal 
life, that priceless gift of God's love and grace (Rom. 
6: 23), comes only through knowing God as He is revealed 
in the Person of His Son. This fundamental truth of 
'the Gospel of God concerning His Son' is here declared 
by the Son Himself in these crystal-clear words: 'And 
this IS life eternal that they might know Thee the only 
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true God and Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent' (John 
17:3). We recall, moreover, the words He spoke only 
a short time previously: 'I am the way . . . no man 
cometh unto the Father but by Me' (John 14: 6). . . . 
What then is this particular knowledge of God, which is 
so vital that it is indispensable to the attainment of 
eternal life? . . . The life-imparting truth which, by the 
gospel of God, is now proclaimed to all the world is 
simply that Jesus is the Son of God, that He and the 
Father are one (John 17: 11, 22). This is the very 
essence of saving truth, the acceptance of which brings 
eternal life." 

Now while in his heart of hearts our brother may be 
all right about this matter, he has a mystical way of 
saying some things. For instance, he says "that eternal 
life, that priceless gift of God's love and grace (Rom. 
6:23), comes only through knowing God as He is 
revealed in the Person of His Son"; and he speaks of the 
"vital" knowledge that is indispensable to the "attain
ment of eternal life." 

But eternal life does not "come" to us through knowing 
God as thus revealed, nor through any supposed "vital" 
knowledge that man possesses and by which he can 
"attain" to eternal life. It is when we have eternal life 
that we know God in the way in which He has been 
revealed, and know Jesus Christ His Sent One. Having 
this life we have a capacity to know Him in this way, and 
to know His Son whom He has sent. Hence he who 
possesses not this life has not this knowledge. 

It may be well at this point to observe that John 17 
does not furnish us with a definition of eternal life; we 
have no such definition. We do not even have a definition 
of natural life. What the passage quoted reveals is the 
character of eternal life. "This is life eternal [character-
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isticallyj, that we might know Thee, the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent." Having this 
life, we know God and His Son; that is the nature of the 
life. 

If, however, it is asked: Who possesses this life? our 
Lord answers such a question, saying: "He that believeth 
on the Son hath everlasting life" (John 3:36). More
over : "this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal 
life, and this life is in His Son" (1 John 5: 11). The ex
pression "in His Son" does not imply that it is not in us. 
Scripture forbids such an implication, for it uses language 
that has no meaning if no one has life in him (See John 
6: 53; 1 John 3: 15). Thus the force of the expression 
is that it calls attention to the source of eternal life, to its 
Fountain. The Son of God is that Fountain. As the One 
who suffices unto Himself, it is said: "In Him was life" 
(John 1:4). But He is "our life" (Col. 3 :4) . Therefore 
"he that hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the 
Son of God hath not life" (1 John 5: 12). It is as hav
ing the Son that we have the life, but we possess it de
pendency upon Him who is its source; we shall always 
be dependent creatures; we shall never be deified. But we 
have this life in order to live it. (Phil. 1: 22). 

But our brother now arrives at what he had been lead
ing to, namely the answer to the question, What is "the 
unity of the Spirit"? As we noticed some time ago, he 
had been telling us that "unity" was conspicuous by its 
absence among Christians during the greater part of the 
Church's existence, but he hoped that his words might be 
effective in the recovery thereto. Let us see how he goes 
about it. 

"When recently this writer sought God's own answer to 
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the question, 'What IS the unity of the Spirit?' he seemed 
to be directed to passages of Scripture which point to the 
Kingdom of God. And quickly it became clear to his 
mind that the Kingdom of God IS the unity of the Spirit. 
For it is by the regeneration of the Holy Spirit, and not 
otherwise, that one enters the Kingdom." 

To the present writer this conclusion seemed so strange, 
and so lacking in Bible warrant that, fearing he might 
be misjudging the author, he sent the booklet contain
ing it to a friend (without making any comment on its 
conclusion), asking him to look it over. His reply we 
may now read: 

"This booklet strikes me as a very clear example of how 
a man whose mind is obsessed with an idea can read it 
into almost any Scripture. 

"I refer particularly to page 14, where he asks the ques
tion, 'What IS the unity of the Spirit?' a reference of 
course to Ephesians 4:3. He then says that, having asked 
the question, his mind 'seemed directed to passages of 
Scripture which point to the kingdom of God.' If only 
he had sought the answer by reading the context he would 
have found the correct answer (1: 13; 2: 18; 4: 4). It is 
a striking fact that there is nothing about the Kingdom 
in Ephesians, save its incidental mention in 5:5. Nor is 
there any mention of the Kingdom in John 17, to which 
he alludes so extensively in his earlier pages. It is really 
astonishing that a man with such mental acuteness should 
'beg the question' in a fashion so flagrant and so easily 
detected." 

"The word of God knows nothing of a 'holy catholic 
Church throughout the world.' . . . What our Lord or
dained was 'the Churches of God,' which are local con-
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gregations of saved people. . . . The Church which Christ 
said He would build (Matt. 16: 18) is not on earth but 
in heaven." 

Let us see what the word of God says about these 
things. We shall simply call attention to its statements. 

Regarding the Church from Pentecost to the Rapture, 
we may see that the passage: "and hath put all things 
under His feet, and gave Him to be Head over all things 
to the Church, which is His body, the fullness of Him 
that filleth all in all" (Eph. 1:22, 23), describes the 
Church as inclusive of all believers from the day of Pente
cost until the Lord comes for His people. Where it says: 
"Unto Him be glory in the Church by Christ Jesus 
throughout all ages, world without end. Amen" (Eph. 
3:21), it similarly describes the Church as comprised of 
all believers from Pentecost to the Rapture. So also where 
it says: "Husbands, love your wives as Christ also loved 
the Church, and gave Himself for it; that He might sanc
tify and cleanse it with the washing of water by the word, 
that He might present it to Himself a glorious Church, 
not having spot or wrinkle or any such thing; but that it 
should be holy and without blemish" (Eph. 5: 25-27). 

We might add that the apostle Paul, who was made the 
minister of the truth of the mystery (Col. 1: 23-27), a 
truth that had been "hid from ages and from generations, 
but now is made manifest to His saints," is said to "fulfil 
[complete] the word of God" in his ministry thereof. It 
is not that his words conclude the canon of Scripture, it 
is John's that do so. But the apostle Paul completed its 
subjects, as having ministered a subject not found in it 
heretofore, even that of the "mystery." 

As to "The Holy Catholic Church throughout the 
world," we note that the word of God teaches that having 
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ended (as before God) in His death, Jew and Gentile, 
Christ makes "in Himself of twain one new man" (Eph. 
2: 15) on a new creation basis, both being reconciled to 
God "in one body" by the cross. We are told this is "to 
the intent that now unto the principalities and powers in 
heavenly places might be known by the Church the mani
fold wisdom of God" (Eph. 3: 10); it is to be observed 
by these principalities and powers now. The word of God 
says "There IS one body" (Eph. 4 :4 ) ; not that there 
was or will be one body, however true that may be. And 
it adds: "even as ye are called in one HOPE of your 
calling," this "hope" being that of a people upon the earth. 
Thus the Church, which is the body of Christ, is described 
as upon the earth at any given time. It is comprised of 
all the Christian company upon earth at any given time. 
This is "the holy Catholic Church throughout the world." 

In reference to "The Churches of God," and only call
ing attention to what the word of God teaches on that 
subject, we note that it refers to and treats of local 
Churches. Thus the apostle Paul in writing to Philemon 
refers to "the Church in thy house." But in writing to 
the Galatians, resident in a province including several 
cities and districts, the apostle addresses his remarks to 
"the Churches" of Galatia (Gal. 1:3). We note also that 
the apostle John writes seven letters to seven Churches in 
seven cities in Asia (Rev. 2-3), each Church being com
prised of all the Christians in each city named. Hence 
what was written to Ephesus was not what was written 
to Smyrna, Pergamos, etc., each Church being addressed 
respecting its own local conditions. A further truth is 
brought out respecting a local Church. "The Church of 
God which is at Corinth is described as being "the body of 
Christ, and members in particular" (1 Cor. 12: 27). They 
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were this representatively and characteristically, in their 
city, as of the one body of Christ everywhere. For "there 
is one body." 

We may now consider what is said about "The Church 
which Christ said He would build." He had said to His 
disciple whom the Father had enlightened as to the glory 
of "the Christ, the Son of the living God," "Thou art 
Peter (petros, a stone) and upon this rock (petra, a rock) 
I will build My Church; and the gates of hell shall not 
prevail against it" (Matt. 16:16-18). When He thus 
spoke "the Church" was non-existent; it lay in the future. 
Our Lord had said: "I will build." 

Of course in previous ages there had been saints; and 
Stephen speaks of "the Church in the wilderness" (Acts 
7: 38), in reference to Israel with God in their midst. 

But the Church which Christ said He would build was 
not the subject of Old Testament teaching; it had not been 
mentioned "from the beginning of the world" and was 
"hid in God" (Eph. 3 :9) . It was formed by the baptism 
of the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2; 1 
Cor. 12: 13). Hence, in Hebrews 12: 23, the "Church of 
the firstborn" is distinguished from the spirits of "just 
men made perfect," Old Testament saints. And at the 
marriage feast of the Lamb there will be "called" guests 
who are not the "bride," but who are glad to attend the 
nuptial ceremony (Rev. 19: 7-9). 

When our Lord describes "Peter" as a stone, He re
veals him as of the same nature as Himself who is the 
Rock; he is a "living" stone as having derived life from 
Christ. All believers have derived their spiritual being 
from Christ; He is their life. Such is the material Christ 
has been using in the erection of the structure He is build
ing. He is the exclusive builder thereof and only uses 
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stones that are living. His work must be distinguished 
from that in which evil as well as good work appears 
(1 Cor. 3: 10-17). In this latter aspect, as committed to 
human responsibility, the apostle Paul as a wise master-
builder laid the foundation—which is Christ; but he 
warns other builders, saying: "Let every man take heed 
how he buildeth thereupon" (v. 10). A builder may use 
lasting material, significant of spiritual values, "gold, 
silver, precious stones," or he may use material unable to 
stand the test of fire, even "wood, hay and stubble." 

But, as distinguished from the public Christian profes
sion in which good and evil men "build," the work of 
Christ contains no fleshly admixture of material; He 
builds with "living stones"; using only what is derived 
from Himself; His work is "new creation"; it is vital. 

However, this Church is not described in Matthew 16 
as "in heaven," but as on earth. For the Lord speaks of 
it as in conditions where "the gates of hell shall not pre
vail against it"; it is found in a place of conflict, in testi
mony as a witness where needed as such. And we may 
be certain that the warfare waged would be during the 
sojourn of the Church upon earth, and not after its trans
lation to heaven. 

* * * * * * * 

The booklet now before us may not appear to be 
closely related to the subject of "Dispensationalism," but 
it will be found that nearly everything Mr. Mauro writes 
is more or less related to that subject. The title of the 
booklet is 

"NO OIL IN THEIR VESSELS, OR SALVATION 
AND REWARDS." 

In it he advocates the theory that the five foolish vir-
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gins in Matthew 25 "represent saved persons, but who 
have been neglectful of their Lord's interests and indif
ferent to His commandments, living unto themselves." 

It is assumed (1) that both the "faithful" servant and 
the "evil" servant (of Matt. 24:45-51) are saved; this 
corresponding with Matthew 25 where, it is alleged, the 
foolish and wise virgins are similarly presented; (2) that 
the significance of "virgins" as a symbol suggests this; 
(3) also the fact that "all had lamps"—foolish and wise; 
(4) that the words "I know you not" simply mean "dis
approval" and not "repudiation"; (5) that the counsel to 
the foolish to "buy" oil would be inapplicable to unsaved 
persons although suitable to believers; (6) that some 
would find "salve" for an uneasy conscience in the com
fortable doctrine that the lesson and warnings of the 
parable are for persons who are merely "nominal" 
Christians; (7) his remarks being intended to safeguard 
us against the danger of " 'turning the grace of our God 
into lasciviousness' by an over-confident resting upon the 
doctrine of 'the eternal security of the believer' (as it is 
sometimes called). As if the believer's security in Christ 
made it safe for him to live a life of self-pleasing in dis
regard of 'the law of Christ.'" Let us consider these 
things: 

1. The evil servant saying in his heart, "My Lord de-
layeth His coming," exhibits alienation of heart; his smit
ing of his fellow-servants, the spirit of the man "born of 
the flesh" who "persecuted him who was born after the 
Spirit" (Gal. 4:29); his eating and drinking "with the 
drunken," the finding of pleasure among lawless world
lings; and by this combination of evil things not merely 
exhibiting the temporary defection of a backslider, but the 
persistent course of one who practises sin (1 John 3 :8) . 
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This is further borne out by his doom as cut asunder and 
appointed his portion with the "hypocrites" when un
masked as a false pretender by Him who knoweth His 
own. The concluding words: "There shall be weeping and 
gnashing of teeth," indicate (weeping) his belated reali
zation of his judgment and (gnashing of teeth) his hatred 
of his Judge. 

Doubtless there are applications of this to true servants 
who ought to test their spirit and ways lest any of these 
fleshly things may appear in them. But properly inter
preted, the passage describes an unsaved person. 

It ought to be added that the mere fact that the word 
"servant" is used to describe this man, in nowise shows 
that he is born again. The apostle Peter says that false 
teachers of destructive heresies, that bring swift destruc
tion upon them, "deny the Master that bought them" (2 
Pet. 2 : 1 . N.T.), showing that one may occupy the posi
tion of a servant and be lost. 

2. As to the significance of "Virgins" as a symbol, it 
is said: "a virgin, the type of purity and whole-hearted 
devotedness, is not an appropriate symbol of those who, 
regardless of their outward profession, are at heart im
pure, unholy and haters of God." . . . "It will be hard 
indeed to show out of the Scriptures that five of them 
are not virgins at all." 

Does our Lord then use the symbol to show that, despite 
folly, the foolish virgins reveal evidence of "purity and 
whole-hearted devotedness"? He does not. Hence His 
use of the symbol does not necessarily support the theory 
advanced. 

That we may see how possible it is to misapply things 
by a narrow use of a word, let us take the name "Israel." 
It has been given to a people who, in large part, have not 
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been consistent with the name. Hence God says: "They 
are not all Israel, which are of Israel" (Rom. 9:6). Nev
ertheless there are some "of Israel" who are "Israel." 
The apostle Paul was both (Rom. 9:1-4; 11:1, 2). 
Undoubtedly the hundred and twenty spoken of in Acts 
1:15 were "the Israel of God." So also the Jewish con
verts in Jerusalem, Judea, Samaria and the uttermost 
parts of the earth. 

Thus, looking to a future day, Paul can say (notwith
standing the destruction of apostate Jews who follow the 
antichrist), "All Israel shall be saved" (Rom. 11:26). 
In this he refers to those of Israel who are Israel. Such 
will be redeemed and bom again (Jer. 31: 31-34). Such 
ever were, are, and shall be "the Israel of God." In the 
day when all Israel shall be saved there will be no other 
Israel. 

In these things we see that God distinguishes between 
"Israel" and "Israel," between Israel nationally and 
Israel spiritually; the former being the outward type, the 
latter the inward reality in conformity therewith. 

To continue however, let us take the word "Sheep." 
God uses it as a symbol of the character proper to Israel 
as the people whom He so graciously shepherded. Yet 
many of them were extremely violent. The symbol, how
ever, showed what they ought to have been, but they did 
not conform to the symbol. Consequently, when the Lord 
entered the "fold" where they were enclosed, He led the 
real sheep out of it, while the unreal ones remained 
within. The former knew His voice and followed Him 
(John 10: 27), the latter did not. 

Here there is a distinction between "sheep" and "sheep," 
the distinction being that one group were not sheep in a 
spiritual sense, whereas the other group were. 
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Or if we take the word "Shepherd," it is surely a beau
tiful symbol. So much so that our Lord applies it to 
Himself, saying, "I am the good shepherd" (John 10); 
and David says, "The Lord is my shepherd" (Psa. 23). 
But deploring the havoc among the sheep of His pasture, 
the Lord says: "I will set up shepherds over them which 
shall feed them" (Jer. 23: 1-4). But He also denounces 
"shepherds that cannot understand," describing them also 
as blind watchmen and dumb dogs. He even says: "I 
will raise up a shepherd in the land, which shall not visit 
those that be cut off, neither shall seek the young one, 
nor heal that that is broken, nor feed that that standeth 
still: but he shall eat the flesh of the fat, and tear their 
claws in pieces" (Zech. 11: 16). Manifestly the proposed 
theory as to "appropriateness" in the proper use of words 
as symbols collapses in sorry fahion here. 

The distinction here is between "shepherds" and "shep
herds," the lesson emphasized being that some are true 
shepherds and some are not. 

Similarly in the parable before us, the distinction is 
between "virgins" and "virgins," between those who are 
true to their profession and those who are not. Thus we 
see that Scripture not only uses a good symbol to illus
trate good qualities, but also to emphasize the sin of those 
whose ways are a denial thereof. 

Hence our brother's claim as to the proper use of the 
term "virgins" is, in principle, an argument implying that 
the use of the terms "Israel," "Sheep," "Shepherds," and 
"Virgins" is not appropriate to people who are actually 
lawless, violent, selfish and unreal. Manifestly he is at 
variance with Scripture in the matter. 

However, if we keep before us the parable as a whole, 
we shall find that our Lord's use of the symbol is for the 
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purpose of contrasting those who are in accordance with 
it and those who are not. Hence He describes one group 
as wise, the other as foolish. But in the latter case He is 
not merely referring to one act of folly on the part of a 
group otherwise "wise," but to a group characteristically 
"foolish," in contrast with a group characteristically 
"wise," even although the latter were guilty of the folly 
of sleeping when they ought to have been watching. 

3. "In the parable we read that all the virgins 'took 
their lamps.' This is of the essence of the lesson; first, 
none but the people of God are represented in the Scrip
tures as being bearers of light; and secondly, their prime 
responsibility is to keep their lamps burning." 

Whereupon Mr. Mauro proceeds to remind us that "the 
disciple, to secure the continued shining of his light, must 
diligently store up the words of Christ in his heart and 
'be filled with the Spirit'"—all of which is true, but can
not be applied to those who "took no oil with them." 

Let us note, however, that God uses the phrase "once 
enlightened" (Heb. 6:4-6) to describe the condition of 
some who have not the "things which accompany salva
tion" (v. 9), and therefore who are not "the children of 
light." Yet there was a sense in which they were "once 
enlightened," as having heard the story of Christ and as 
having been so impressed thereby that they had professed 
faith in Him, although finally their profession became 
extinguished in the blackness of apostasy. 

4. It is declared that the words "I know you not!" 
simply mean "disapproval" and not "repudiation"; that 
the Lord said "I know you not!" to "saved persons." 

In support of this it is said that the word "know" in 
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25: 12 is not the same as in John 10:14; Rom. 1: 21; 
Gal. 4: 9 (bis); 1 Cor. 8: 3; 2 Tim. 2: 19; Matt. 7: 23; 
. . . "that the word in these texts {gignosko) signifies 
(according to Dr. Strong) to know in the absolute sense; 
whereas in Matt. 25: 12 the word (eido, [oido]) means 
primarily (according to the same authority) to see (lit
erally or figuratively), hence by implication to be aware, 
behold, consider, perceive. (We use the word 'see' in the 
same way when we say, 'I don't see that,' 'He did not 
see me.')" 

From this it is concluded that the Lord's phrase "I 
know you not!" simply means "disapproval" and not 
"repudiation." But Dr. Strong does not say anything to 
justify this conclusion. Mr. Mauro lays a very precarious 
foundation for his assertion. Moreover, it may be well 
to mention that Vincent (who is also an authority, see his 
"Word Studies") says the word in Matt. 25:12 implies 
"absolute knowledge." Bullinger gives the sense as: "You 
stand in no relation to Me,"—"I have never had a true 
and personal connection with you!" Robert Young says: 
"I have not known you!" All then that could be properly 
deduced from Dr. Strong's remarks is that those spoken 
to had not come within the sphere of the speaker's per
ception or knowledge; they were strangers. Certainly the 
conclusion advanced by Mr. Mauro is not obvious. It 
appears like a conclusion resulting from a bias (in support 
of a theory) that urges special pleading. So apparent is 
this that with the words "I know you not!" staring him in 
the face, the theory had already been advanced before he 
discovered (as he supposes) that the word "know" in 
Matt. 25: 12 had a radically different significance to the 
word "know" in the other texts cited. 

But let us turn to a consideration of the predicament 
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in which the foolish find themselves when the cry "Behold 
the Bridegroom!" is heard. Dr. Alfred Edersheim points 
out that, when aroused in the place where they were sleep
ing, their attempt to furnish light consisted in hastily 
"drawing up the wick and lighting it, when, as there was 
no oil in the vessels, the flame, of course, immediately 
died out." We are not prepared to say how far Dr. Eder
sheim may be right or wrong in his description of the 
parable as a whole, but he is certainly right in adhering 
to the Bible doctrine that the foolish "took no oil with 
them." (See "Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah." 
Vol. 2, pages 453-459. Eighth edition.) 

As a matter of fact, it would be difficult to find any
thing to describe more vividly than this parable the folly 
of those who had "no oil." They are so foolish that they 
think they can obtain oil from the wise. Hence they have 
to be told to go to the source of supply where the wise 
had secured it for themselves. No "oil" (significant of 
the Spirit) can be obtained from Christians, and woe unto 
those who only discover this when too late. They are 
certainly not "saved persons." In vain they cry "Lord, 
Lord, open to us!" The Bridegroom within refuses to see 
them, treating them as strangers: He leaves them in the 
darkness which their folly plunged them into. 

5. It is alleged that the word "buy" in the parable, as 
applied to the unsaved, implies "merit" for salvation, and 
could only be appropriate as applied to Christians. 

But if the word implies "merit" its use would be as 
repugnant applied to believers as to unbelievers; for all 
our relations with God are upon the ground of grace. 

In the parable, however, the word "buy" emphasizes 
the exercise of heart necessary to contact with God. That 
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is to say: There must be a personal transaction between 
the sinner and the Saviour. Thus we read: "Ho, every 
one that thirsteth, come ye to the waters, and he that hath 
no money; come ye, buy, and eat: yea, come, buy wine 
and milk without money and without price" (Isa. 55: 1). 
Such a text advertises the value and the freeness of the 
blessing; but the one coming must mean business. Seeing, 
however, that he has no "value" equivalent in exchange 
for "wine and milk," he brings forward his need and 
poverty as his only contact with the One whose glory it 
is to meet such conditions when felt and expressed. 

These things have been proclaimed down the years. 
The Whitefields, the Spurgeons and the Moodys have de
clared them in language as transparent as light, and in 
words adapted to little children. 

6. It is asserted that some would find "salve for an 
uneasy conscience in the comfortable doctrine that the 
lesson and warnings of the parable are for persons who 
are merely 'nominal' Christians." 

Of course there is no telling where some might find 
"salve," but the parable, rightly interpreted, will not fur
nish it. In past centuries it made sinners very w«-"com-
fortable" until they became assured they possessed the 
"oil," and doubtless it will continue to do so. Moreover, 
those who passed through this experience began to use 
the "oil" with an enlightened understanding as they 
probed hearts that were self-deceived by a false profession. 

7. He calls attention to the danger of " 'turning the 
grace of our God into lasciviousness' by an over-confident 
resting upon the doctrine of 'the eternal security of the 
believer' (as it is sometimes called). As if the believer's 
security in Christ made it safe for him to live a life of 
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self-pleasing in disregard of 'the law of Christ.' . . . For 
where 'the obedience of faith' is not manifest in the life 
there is reason to doubt the existence of faith in the 
heart." 

What is meant by this use of the word "safe" has not 
been defined. As a rule this would hardly be necessary. 
But it is not the case when we are considering the writing 
before us. For we recall that this writer had described 
the "foolish" virgins as "saved persons," and sought to 
prove it by citing the case of the "evil servant" as that 
of one who was a "saved" person; a man so "wicked" 
that he said in his heart "My Lord delayeth his coming," 
and therefore took advantage of his absence to "smite" 
his fellow-servants, and to "eat and drink with the 
drunken," so that his Lord upon returning cut him 
asunder and appointed him "his portion with the hypo
crites," where there is "weeping and wailing and gnashing 
of teeth." We are very certain that such persons as these 
are not "saved persons," and we fear that our brother's 
affirmation that they are is not going to impress those 
who turn the grace of our God into lasciviousness, that' 
it is not "safe" to live a "life of self-pleasing in disregard 
of 'the law of Christ.' " 

We would be thankful, however, to see some effective 
work done regarding the misuse of grace referred to, as it 
is a fearful menace to the interests of the Lord. Surely 
it calls for searching of heart and confession of our sin 
to Him who is so grieved thereby. 

Some are trying to meet the situation by legalism, but 
in vain. Legalism never reproduces the character of 
Christ. It merely works upon "the flesh," but in result 
forms hard characters consisting of self-complacent or 
depressed people, among whom "biting and devouring" 
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breaks out as it did among the legalists of Galatia (Gal. 
5:15). 

However, it is possible that the insistence by uncon
verted people upon works for salvation may have been 
unduly allowed to prevent Christians from insisting "con
stantly that they which have believed in God might be 
careful to maintain good works" (Titus 3:8) . No doubt 
an emphasis had been put upon the subject of "eternal 
security," necessarily so because of the denial thereof by 
some very emphatic critics of it. For the eternal security 
of every sheep of Christ is the teaching of Him who tells 
us what is true. He says: "My sheep hear My voice, and 
I know them and they follow Me, and I give unto them 
eternal life, and they shall never perish, neither shall any 
man pluck them out of My hand. My Father which gave 
them Me is greater than all; and no man is able to pluck 
them out of My Father's hand. I and My Father are 
one" (John 10: 27-30). They are known and named by 
Him, and they follow Him, because they know His 
"voice." They are the recipients of "eternal life." Who 
ever heard of sheep that had the same life and nature 
as the Shepherd? But these sheep do have His life and 
nature. Moreover, they are the gift of the Father to the 
Son; both of whom are One in nature and purpose. Does 
the Son appreciate this gift from the Father? He does. 
Will He lose it? He will not. What a travesty of divine 
purpose, of vital relationship and of divine competency it 
is to think otherwise! 

On the other hand, we fear that this truth may be 
used to do work that is hurtful by carrying it outside its 
Scripture bounds. For instance, there is sometimes a 
tendency, when looking into what Scripture says as to 
walking with God, as to the denying of self, and as to 
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carefulness to maintain good works, to cloud the subject 
and frustrate its purpose, by a too ready introduction of 
well-meant but misplaced assurances as to "eternal secur
ity" that divert attention from the matter under considera
tion, and prevents it from receiving the attention it de
serves. For there have been cases where some have gone 
on in a course of sin, who evince no uneasiness while so 
doing, yet who will refer to a date when they "knew" 
they were converted, and allege they cannot be lost. But 
Scripture warns such an one that he may be unconverted 
and self-deceived; that he may be a "sow" and not a 
"sheep" (2 Pet. 2: 22); for a sheep if it had fallen into 
mire would be miserable until cleansed, whereas a sow 
would be comfortable in its wallowing. Where there is 
such a condition it is a mistake to bring forward assur
ances of security. There is not sufficient evidence that 
such an one is a sheep. Nor are we wise in saying: "I 
know he is saved!" by some reference to an earlier period 
in his life. It is far safer to say: "The Lord knoweth 
them that are His." Were there some evidence of dis
tress it would be different; that might be the sign of the 
new nature asserting itself and encouragement that God 
was about to heal his back-sliding. 

As an example of the matter we are discussing, Mr. 
Broadbent in "The Pilgrim Church" cites the experience 
of Hans Denck "in the agitated times of the Reforma
tion" coming to Nuremberg, where the movement had 
prevailed for a year, expecting "to find that the new 
religion had brought morality, uprightness and godliness 
of life among the people. He was disappointed to find 
that this was not so." And he reached the conclusion that 
"while insisting on the doctrine of justification by faith, 
apart from works, . . . they had neglected to press the 
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necessity of obedience, self-denial, and the following of 
Christ as being an essential part of true faith." Hans 
Denck was right. 

For, while we are "not under law but under grace," 
grace is holy, and insists upon holiness among the people 
of God. Therefore, we read of "The throne of grace"; it 
governs. It puts all its subjects into the school of God, 
and teaches them that, having "denied ungodliness and 
worldly lusts," they should "live soberly, righteously and 
godly in this present world" while looking for the blessed 
hope and the appearing in glory of the great God and 
our Saviour Jesus Christ (Titus 2: 11-14 N.T.). 

The power of grace is well illustrated in the old tale of 
the slave of a brutal Turk. Aboard ship he had met an 
Englishman who pitied him. But the slave learned after
ward that this man had paid money for him and now 
owned him, and angry at what he regarded as hypocrisy 
he scowled upon the approach of his new master. But 
when the latter explained, saying: "Yes! I did buy you, 
but did so to liberate you; you are now a free man!" the 
surliness gave place to astonishment and gratitude, so that 
he exclaimed: "Oh, then I'll be your slave forever!" Such 
was the powerful motive supplied by grace. And thus it 
is that the one who is not under law but under grace is 
governed by Christ. This is "the law of Christ" in opera
tion. It is the "rule" of the new creation. In Romans 8 
we learn how God brings this to pass. "For what the 
law could not do" (because of the material it was given 
to work upon, even "the flesh,") has been accomplished 
by God in another way, even by "sending His own Son 
in the likeness of sinful flesh," as a sacrifice for sin (v. 
3). Thus, we are told, He "condemned sin in the flesh." 
This last statement does not refer to the "sins" which we 
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committed and which have been forgiven, but to the 
energy of evil in us called "sin," the root that produces 
sins. That is condemned. Thus our Redeemer was not 
only identified upon the cross with our guilt (now for
given), but with the evil principle that has made our flesh 
"sinful flesh"; He was identified with what we were as 
sinners by nature. Thus at the cross we who believe were 
judicially terminated, we were "crucified with Christ." As 
the saying goes: "The flesh could not be mended, so it 
was ended." 

But we have life in Christ Jesus, and that life operates 
as "the law" or principle of living whereby "the righteous
ness of the law" is now fulfilled in us. The law demanded 
"love" and secured it not. What God has obtained by 
giving His Son to die for us, so that we might have "life," 
is love. We love Him because He first loved us. There
fore, the normal life of the believer is that of pleasing 
God, by walking "not after the flesh but after the Spirit." 
For the Spirit is the power given to energize us as directed 
of Christ. We learn to take His yoke upon us, and we can 
testify that "His commandments are not grievous." Thus 
what the law failed to do has been done by grace; it 
works. 

We learn in the Song of Solomon (5:2-8) of the in
dolent spouse who discovered that, because of her neglect 
of her lover, he "had withdrawn himself." But she is 
therefore miserable, and many a weary step has she to 
take in quest of Him; much discipline has to be endured 
at the hands of "the watchmen" who regard her as a 
loose woman in the streets when she should have been 
at home. But, when "the daughters of Jerusalem," to 
whom she appeals for help in her quest (and who identify 
her more correctly than the watchmen), ask her: "What 
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is thy beloved more than another beloved, that thou dost 
so charge us"? (v. 9), her contemplation and description 
of him (5: 10-16) restore her soul. Moreover, she now 
learns where his interests lie. And her experience will 
make her more careful in the future as to her ways with 
her beloved. 

A similar lesson and result may be seen in the story of 
Mark, who had shown such defection as a servant, but 
who is recovered by the contemplation and description 
of the perfect Servant whom he learned to portray in his 
gospel; the One who "did all things well" (7: 37). Thus 
he derives character from Him, so much so that Paul can 
eventually say: He is "profitable to me for the ministry" 
(2 Tim. 4: 11). Doubtless as Mark wrote he would look 
upward to Christ in glory and say: "How unlike Thee 
I have been; how ready, how industrious wert Thou!" 
And doubtless he learned to say to his gracious Master: 
"By grace I shall endeavor to be like Thee!" 

Nevertheless this result might never have been reached, 
nor such a frame of mind begun, had not the faithful 
Paul, who perceived the fundamental defect in the charac
ter of Mark, laid his finger on it and refused to recognize 
it as suitable for the ministry. And it was in no hurry 
that he took this stand, but years after the incident that 
brought to light this defect. When the case came up later 
and a decision had to be made; and when he had the 
right to speak, the apostle said what was necessary. The 
net result was that Mark put this defect out of his life. 

But the grace that supplied the healing from defection 
and furnished the working motive for service was learned 
in Christ, the Christ whom he describes in the second 
gospel. 

It is doubtful if we realize the power for worship and 
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for service to be obtained by reading and meditating upon 
the jour gospels. No doubt we may be reminded that it 
is the epistles that set forth the results of the grace re
vealed in the gospels, showing how we are brought into 
sonship, so that we can cry "Abba Father," as well as 
learn increasingly to delight in Christ in glory, knowing 
Him too as the One in whom we have been taken into 
favor. Nevertheless the effect of this is increased quali
fication to go back hand in hand with Himself to con
template the perfection of grace set forth in these four 
holy records of Him. 

"Open these pages where we will, the sense of reality 
revives within us. We feel afresh that we have not fol
lowed cunningly devised fables, have not loved an idea, 
or trusted in an abstraction. We know in whom we have 
believed, and feel that our Redeemer is our friend. We 
are solemnized as in a holy sanctuary, and secure as in a 
familiar home. We have escaped from doubt and debate, 
and no longer criticize or reason. We have recovered the 
mind of little children. We sit at the feet of Jesus: and 
the faith which came into His presence languid and dis
concerted departs invigorated and refreshed. 

"Brethren, let me urge upon you the habitual study of 
the holy Gospels for this revival of the reality and sim
plicity of faith. . . . For there are influences in abstract 
thought and in dogmatic discussion which will drain the 
soul of life unless fitting antidotes be used: and there is 
no antidote so effectual as is found in a continual return 
to those scenes of historic fact in which the word of God 
has given us our first lessons in Christ" (Dr. T. H. 
Bernard). 


